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cznd’ Ind uﬁﬂ@éean Depgxﬁmenf
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* . Fishing Limi%s

‘ Sevéhelleé end B.I.0.T.
i

 Tou will recall that the matter of fishing limits was to
he discussed Yere by Mr. Sauzier. This meeting took place and
the outcome is that the draft legislation wild be referred to
our Legal Advisers and Mr. Sazuzier will then be adviscd by
Savingrem of the necessary alterations. These alterations weie
. discugsed with Yir .. Sauzier in broad outline and he has no

N ! objection to them. Jir. Souzier will then provide final drafts
to ug and we will then formally give approval for the issue of
the two Ordinances. :

2. Discussion then took place on the question of enforcemcnt.
A3 pr¢viously‘agreed, it is plenned that for the first 12 months
2fter the proclamation of the Ordingnces, they will not be
anforced but that steps will be taken to bring the Ordiunonces

o the notice of those concerned. Our Marine oand Tronspord
Depsriment here have advised that no general international
holification is required, only notification {to those foreigsn
fizhing vessels habitually or frequently fishing in the 12-mile
1imits. As it is thought that most of these ves
lehé Trom time to time in order %o take on fresh water etc., it
was agreed ‘that +the most effective method (and free-of costs

of notification would be to instroct the Harbour Master at Teh?
4o draw the attention of the Masters of such foreign fishin
vessels to the Ordinances, particularly the date of enforcon

3. Diszcussion then ranged OVer the problem of enforcement
itgelf. This 9y8deaay done, of course, by 2 fisheries
protection vessel (or cutters depending upon the soanle of the
operation. It is recognised that Seychelles and 3.1.0.T.
differing problems in respect of figheries protection. Tt
aoreed at this meeting that this wes a rather distant problaom
at this point in time, particularly as the purchaese of ony
vessel would .require funds which might have to be sought from
the 0.D.IM. or elsewhere. I thought that you might wish to
consider this problem at your. lelsure and a2t some later date
let us have your views on the -nature and scope of the fisheries
pnoteption’which will be required, both in Seychelles and in®
$.7.0(T, . It would be useful to lmow whether the present

/Government
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ra duty or whether -

v ctors which may ‘affect this- issue . :
rojected nature end size of the Seychelles fisghin
condly;,:the. powers which will be granted to the .

mder.both Ordinances to:grant exemption %o any foreign
sel or fleet. a5 he feels: is eppropriate... You may
that no useful ‘assessment ou'protection meazsures could
il these other!'iwo.factors have become Jmuch clearer. .
‘be: lof seny’ further-assistance, by say,: providing '
n protection measures carried out in ‘other dependent

Llease let us Imow.

. Yours every

4 subject to the National Archives' terms and conditions and that yo
ons; Fufther information s given i

'Il'he N‘atiohal‘ArcHi‘ye's‘. .

uﬁplie
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Telegram No. BIOT 12 dated 30 May 1970 from the Governor of
Seychelles to the UK Foreign and Commonwealth Office
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: covaDLNMIAn

Your' telegram No.lOS o Bahamas] Térritofidl waters

and Plsherles Jurlsdlctlon.b>

uxlstlng Seychelleo and BIOT llmlts are 3 miles and 12 mlles
nd flshlng Jurlsdlctlon respectlvely. i

s for: terrltorldl watersj

,'fflt ds hupvd to 1ntroduce flsherJ limits ordlnances later this year.
K.'Sejchelleb and BIO”‘S 1@olated p051taon make action: by other
:"states unllkely to. affect our interests. Our dependence on
'flsherles is such thqt it may 1ater be 1n our 1nterestu to extend

flsherles llmlts beyond 12 mlles.

Sl e e : F s
ie Lherefore have no obaectlon to proposed course of e

vg;:,"u

Siriﬁ;Gféatbétbh

'Z“CO/WH DISTRIBUTlONi ;
M&lD. :

 4DDITIOWAL DISTRIBUTICN =
. Law of the Beas :

 GONFIDENTIAL

£ actlon.;§, Sl R e R R
’ e e S BN R u.'-l LA R e L T L

: Proclamatlons of” 12 ‘mile’ Ilshlng llmlus were ‘made in July 1969 and.“:}

|

el l 21cms The National Archives [ ins T 1] ’

[+ Fco 20 71k » Cus 8270 | .

" Please note that this copy is supplled subject to the National Archives' terms and conditions and that your
i use of xt may be subject to copynght restrictions. Further information is given in the "Terms and
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Minute dated 5 June 1970 from J. Thomas (Defence Department) to
J. W. Ayres (Aviation and Marine Department), UK Foreign and
Commonwealth Office, FCO 32/716
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ies Telegram To, 12 BIOT of 30 Hay
Yol 'prpmgjsﬂme;tdhask’whethﬁr you ever :
¥ to your letter MUS 9/527/1 of 28 .

'abqutﬂthe{newﬁfishing‘régim

2. [The proposed BIOT‘iishing'régihe i$'excéédiﬁgiy‘
complicated ;nd'béforegit'isvenactéd*by the BIOT. . :

Administration; I think our Embassy in Washingtonf7.5f=

'énd{the'gigh Commi§sio§'ihfPort TLouis should Torewarn
the United States and Hauritian Governments, . .-

particularly the latter as we undertook at thes i
Lancaster House Cansrence?in”Septemberul965'to use

3og;vgppdfofficesitojproiectfMauritiangfishing interes

|

PI0D (ifr, Carter) ¥
“BiD (ir. Counsell): : .
Mear Uwholk, 200k raiate

 popy: (0P 15/1)

45
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“British Indian Ocean Territory”” Ordinance No. 2 of 1971
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Tl IS
{154k April] /1c1al Ga‘.czte

THE BRITISH INDIAN OCEAN TERRITORY

v '_ . . Ordmance No. 2 of 1971

Of_ﬁ_gial.

‘Shn.mp:

i : . . o~
An Ordinancc‘to make provision for the control.of fishing

and.the taking of marine products by forcign fishing boats
within the fishery limits of the British Indian Ocean

Territory-and for matters incidental” thcrcto and connected

n

the_rcthh

- :_‘; & ....'-

ENA’("TFD by the Commxssxoner for ‘the British Indxan -
-~'Oceanf"1',cmtory.r e

o ) ' B. GREATBATCH, .
17th April, 1971, ' Commissioner.

1: This Ordinance may be cited as the Fxshcry Limits
Ordinance, 1971, and shall.-tome ints operation on such
day. as- the Commissioner may, by notice-in the Oﬂ'cxal
Gazcttc of the Territory, appoint.

Short title
and

commence-

ment,
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O/[r'cx‘ol .b-azelte ‘ 7{19&11 Aoril] _

AN
Interpretation.

Fishing from

foreign:
‘{fishing boats

controlled

in fishery

{imits.

2. In this Ordmance unless the context ‘otherwrse re-
quires—

“contiguous zone" means the zone contiguous to thc
territorial -sea of the Territory which was established -
as a fisheries zone for the Territory by Proclamation
No. 1 of 1969 ;

“fish” means fish of any kmd found in the sea and
includes crustacea and molluscas
“fishing" means takmg fish or marine products :
“fisheries mspector means a person appointed by the
Commissioner “to be a fisheries inspector for the
purposes of this Ordinance ; :
“fishery limits" means the territorial sea of the
Territory together with the contiguous zone;
“fishing boat” means a yessel of whatever size, and in
" - whatever way propelled, which is for the trme being
employed in sea-fishing ;
“foreign”, in relation to a fishing boat, means a ﬁshmg
boat whose owner or one of whose owners is not
resident in the Territory ;

“marine product” means a turtle, sponge or any other -

" natural product of the sea; .
. “take” and “taking” with reference to fish or marine
. products includes co]]ectmg, capturmg, klllmg and
. destroying.
“the Territory” means the British Indian Ocean
Terrrtory : '

3. —(1) Sub;ect to the provisions of this section and “of
section 4, where any person on board a.foreign fishing boat
takes any fish or marine product within the ﬁshery limits, -
then that person and the person in charge of the boat and,”

- if he is on board that boat, the owner ‘shall each be gurlty

of an offence and shall be Ilable on conviction to a fine not
exceeding five ‘thousand rupees or to imprisonment for a
term not éxceeding two years or to both .such fine and
imprisonment and in addition the boat used in such takmg
shall be liable to forfeiture. :

(2) Where any fish or marine product is found on board
a foreign ﬁshmg boat within the fishery limits or where
any fish or marine product is landed from a foreign ﬁshmg

- boat at any island within the Territory such/fish or marine

product shall be deemed untxl the contrary be. proved to
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hc. purpose of enabhné ﬁshmg tradxtlona]ly Excmpllon for "

area w th he‘c n: certain forelgn
ny rea within thé contiguous zone by forexg ﬁshmg boate.

Powers of
seizure,

arrest and
detention,

Is assistance may at any time stop, go on
rch any fishing- boat within the ﬁshery limits,
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. Official Gazerte

0 .

. Trialof -,
* offences,

izito have been committed in the Territory..

“(2) The jurisdiction ‘conferred by _sub-:_sxéc'tx’dﬁj (1) of this

»+_gection. shall:bein addition to, and not:in derogation of, -

of ‘the said_subsection, -

‘Regulations, 7. The Commissioner may make’?f'rctgb}étion_sftq,jca;rry;__..
= ~ out- the objects and purposes of this‘ Ordinance, and,:
without, prejudice to the generality of the {foregoing, _sp‘c.,h»
- regulatiohs may, make provision as TESPRGtS— . ¥ 5o 5% o
(@ any”pér’sor‘l,' vessel or thing detainad. under this -
y .+ Ordinance’;. -

et

. N . SRR e N g L § e
e (_1_7_);.5 theg(orfmture ‘of any fish' or narine prOdL}Cf __tak_er_xn
. in contravention: of section:335" - s
s .;:_:::;(c).‘:‘the':“"fbrf'einffgk,of any foreign fishing boat used .
T in taking any fish or marine product in cortraven-
: <% tion of section 3; . . s

- () the fees.to be paid on the issue of any: licerice
“% " under this Ordina__nc_e: T ety

R e -

—_—
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Despatch dated 3 June 1971 from M. Elliott, UK Foreign and
Commonwealth Office to F.R.J. Williams, Seychelles,
FCO 31/2763
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o)

o Foreign and CommonWea!th Office
; London S.W.1

ms s L 30 gune, 1971

R R T Williams ESq.,

": Office of the Minister of 5

”"*vsLYCHELL,Js.‘_ i | ' .

Agriculture, Natural Resources & Marxetlng,

.fi;’£“i';‘F‘I‘Slii'I‘N~(} LIMITS: SEYCHELLES AND B :I 0.7, ( 77)

iy Knight has passed on to me your letter of 29 April (BIOL/
 54/61), since Marine and Transport Department deal with questions

of fisherles and terrltorlal waters in general.

i

2. Ve were grateful to be reminded of the need to give advance
' notice in various guarters of the new limits, and have been
~ discussing how this should be done.. One questlion has arisen
. in the course of these discussions, on which I should be [Tato-
ful for your advice. It is clearly important that the iauritian
;,Government in particular should be informed, and presumably given

. :an'assurance that the Commissioner for the B.I1.0.T. will use

" his discretion under the ordinance to permit Mauritan VPCODWU

to fish in the waters of the Chagos Archipelago (see Ayres' lettor
of 28 April 1969). Two points arise: first, can you confirm i
- that the Commissioner will use hisg discretion in this way? and .
.;second, can you ‘either suggest a form of words in which thia 3
‘assurance can be conveyod to the Mauritians, or {perhaps preisr-
ably, as representing a relatively low-key approach) undertake

"”to inform the Mauritian authorities yourselves by local means
“~ which may be at your dlsposal

ﬁ 5f;. - As soon as you can angwer these questions - which I hope
‘isican be ‘'soon, as the effective date of the new limits is appronch-
© ing = we shall inform other posts accordingly. It would help

us in this if you could let us have copies of the ordinances up
“they were finally issued, and' of the 1969 Proclamation. Any
additional views which you may have on the way in which the

e notification might be carried out, or -about ways in which, [op

vabxample, the Japanese should apply for traditional fishing ripghts,
would also be’ useful.

J%ﬁu& eveC
//}anﬁégaz%

M B11i6%t
Marine & Transport Dept
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Despatch dated 16 June 1971 from F.R.J. Williams, Seychelles to
M. Elliott, UK Foreign and Commonwealth Office, BIOT/54/61
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Ref FoeBY o7/54/64 @

{6th June, 1971,

Fisy imite s Seies REST (1Y)

mmmrori;onrmmmsa/mh of 5 Jume 1874, I

sesotess enslose goples of the 1969 defining the fishovies

sones, end coples of the ®.1.0,7, end Seyehelles Piehery Limdts
Ordinances, as requssted.

2. ¥3th vegrzd to the questions in your sesend pavagvaph I
confimm thot the Compissionex, who Lest epproved thic letter im dralt,
ﬂllmﬂawmmmmﬁm4atm0ﬂimmewm’ou
Hauritien fishing bosts to fisk within the sombdguous come in the
gaters of the Chagos Archipelopss I sugrost thot you consuit with
¥night of %.1.0.Ds o0 the vest mothed of cunveying this informnticn
+o tho Houritions, Ee wo.ld aiso imow if thore ave exy general
aifrienities of uhich we are not averes

-2 ‘o carmot Soe how we could oonvey {iis mesmage logally O
the Meuritisns sweept throuch roter Cester im Haveitius and this
wonld prommedly best be dons by the T.Cels

4, ¥ith regend to the poimd in yous third peragreph ebout the
woy in vhich notification of cthor govormments night be eorried ooty
ard the weoy in which, for awmmple, the Jepanese might myply for
troditional fishing rights, it is very Soubtful whether eny foreien
countries con claim traditionsl or other fishdng righis in X
torpitorial wntersy 4t im sugpested therelore that they showld merely
be informed that from it July tel fiohing =111 b conérolled within
the 12 mile 14mif spocified inm tho proclametion of 1668, So far o8

| feychelles is converned, in case thexe iu amy forr thet section 3(2)

| of the Ondinonce will be applied anroesonably, it might bdo ndded et
nothing in the Ordinanee ehocld bo intarpreted eo discournging Cishing
vessels from using the vunkering or other facilities of rort Vietoris,
as they heve done nithertos

Se Cepied to Voight &n A.Z.C.0 without ottociments.

‘R, d. ¥illiens)

b %, Blliotd, DBhey

Heping ond Transport Depls,
Toredon and Commonwenlth OLFies,
London, SeVsle

Copy bo: 2.F. inight, EoQey
A4lentic snd Indien Goesn Dopartemt,
Tereisn & Comnonweelth GTTics,
LIondms Sevele

TRIE/IN

Copy to: File PM/T7.

e ¥
2}cms The National Archives ins 1]

- | -
o FCo 14l | 1437 Co06 330 |

the National Archives' terms and conditions and that your
the "Terms and

ote that this copy is suppliedSubject to th A erms ard col
Pleaseur;e of it may be subject to copyright restrictions. Further lnfor_mat:lon is given in
Conditions of supply of the National Archives \eaflets




ANNEX 63

Despatch dated 2 July 1971 from M. Elliott, UK Foreign and
Commonwealth Office to R. G. Giddens, British High Commission,
Port Louis, FCO 31/2763
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o

1
i

2 'Ju;m T

R & Giddens Lsg:
Britich lidigh ‘Conmission

“uJYClb.’LLLb AND BRITICH INDIAW QCEAN ‘PERRIZCRY FISHERY LINITS ©

le Bir Druce Greathatch, who os you know is both CGovernor of
the Soychelles and Commissioner of the British Indisn Occan
Porpitory (BIOT), |issued two Froclenations in 1969 eustublishing
a Y-mile ficheries zone conbipguous to tho Semile territvorial
sca of the Seychelles and BIOL respectively. Two Ordinonccs,
Loychelles drdinance lo 3/197L end BICD. Ordinance No 2/1971,
huve now been enacted, estublishlng the detailed regimo o ba
observed within the respective fishing zonen; thesc Uprdinances
croae inbo fowce on 1 July 197l. I enclose copies of Dboth lro-
clmmations and Ordinances.

ion i

4

e ?i@pjécf‘to‘ py(ight restrictions: Further informat

Included within the BIOL fishing zone are cerbain wabers
hich have been traditionally fished by vessels from ileurifiug,
in you will see from paragraph 2 of the letter (copy attached)
debed 16 June Lfrom Williems in the Seychelles, the Comnissloner
of BIUP will use hig powens under Soction 4 of BIVT Crdinonce

Ho 2/1971, G0 enable Mauritian fishing boats to continue Iishin;
in the 9-nile conbtiguous zonwe in the wators of the Chopos
Avchipelago. This exemption stems from tle understenling on )
fighing rights recached bebweon UKG and tho lMauritius Govermioniy
5 bhe tine of the Lancastor House Coaference im 39G5, although
e Forged's reply o M@ Duval's question in tho Mauritiug
ferislative Assembly on 21 Decenmboer 1965, would scon (o indicrto
Lot nothing very much is ob stake. We would be most gratelul il
you would inform the Mauritius Goveramoent of the foregoing ab
whotaver level you consider appropriutcs

2

“The NationplArchives i T

78963

py.is supplied subject to the National Ar;_:hi <" terms and ¢o

l%ea;e fioté that this co

b

%e  There is some evidence thot fishing vessels fron Juprn ond
Puluen have olgo braditionally Tished in the vieinity, but you

will sce from Willisms's lebter thet it io unlikely that thoy

vauld bo sble o claim traditiondl fishing rights within the new
fisning zoness Neveptheloss, Gorbom in @olyoy to whom I :m

condicg a copy of this lotter, mey think it courteous $o infcmi

tho Jupanose outhorities of the new regime, I om also sending

a copy of this letter to the Consulate in Pgmsui for information
iny. = - . ’ : . C )

N,

;Zlcms'yh

= .
5 l1|kff::'-<-[+';;a Y

- use.of it may.

 UNGLAGSIFIED

o '3-

R




copled toi-

"R 8 Gorham lisg TORYO
{ Chancery KEW LELII -

ANNEX 63

I
5 5l
!

|

UL am #lso Aending a copy of this letter and its enclosuroen
%o Chbncery in New Pelhi to oacble them Go snswer any inquiries,
S wlthouph wo believe thet Indien veasels have not traditvionslly
' /fighed in BIOT or|Baychelles wolewds.

j

e

o Elliott n ;
Horine and Yransport Dopaxrtment

2 [
\

Sritish Consulate TAUSUI .
P R J Willisus Esq S]iYC’iﬁiLlEﬁ

: Th‘é NationalAfchlvéS‘ ' .

Please note that this copy s supplied sublect to the National Archives' te

t may be subject to copyright restrictions. Further info
L hiice s of supply of the National Arch




ANNEX 64

Note from R. G. Giddens, British High Commission, Port Louis,
15 July 1971
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Copy of .a Nota from th'é'

British High Commission -

15th July 1971

Two ffoc]ama‘tions were issued By Sir Bmc;e Greatbatch,
Gow.;emor of the Seychelles and Commissioner of the BIOT, in 1969
esta.blishing a 9 mile fisheries zone contiguous: to the 3 mile
territorlal area of the Seychelles and BIOT J_espectively. Two
Ordinances have now been enacted establishing the detailed regime to
be observed within the fishing zones: these ‘Ordinanc‘es came into

force on lst July 1971. I enclose & copy of each.

Inolucied within the BIOT fishing zéne are certain waters
which have been fished -tradi‘cionally by vessels fi‘dm Yauritius. You
will wish to kmow therefore that bearing in mlnd. the understanding on

fishing *‘ights reached between HMG and the Mauritins Govommen"c &t the
time of the Lancaster House Conference. in 1965, it is the intention of
Sir Bruce Greatbatch to use his poweru under section 4 of the BIOT
Ordinance o enable Mauritian fishing boats to con‘b.inue fishing in the

9 mile contiguous zone of the Chagos Archipelago.

(sd) R.G. GIDDENS
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Despatch dated 26 May 1972 from J. R. Todd, “BIOT”
Administrator to P. J. Walker, UK Foreign and Commonwealth
Office, FCO 31/2763
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B S L T  ‘__(;&)q%< :
© - OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY GOVERNOR, B
' PO BoX 237, i S,
el :Victoria, S
©: “'SEYCHELLES. -

26th May 1?22___________
! RECEIVED IN

REGISTRY No. 17
;' - 5JUN1972

| - \\(f.@’(‘: L o
R I am replying on behalf of both the Seychelles and.
1) . BIOT to your Saving Telegram No 8 of the 6th April 1972.

ditional fishermen
of Mauritiuse.

2e Mauritians have been declared as tral
' in BIOT as the islands formerly formed part

3. There have been no Mauritian traditional fishermen in
Seychelles waters and they have not been declared as traditional
fishermen in these waters, nor is there any intention of so

declaring them.

L We would not wish to allow Japanese vessels to fish v
within the Fishery limits in either the Seychelles or BIOT. 5 Y
So far as BIOT is concerned, you are aware of the desirability S
of reducing inshore traffic to the minimum. So far as Seychelles
is concerned, Japanese fishing within the area would affect

the interests of local fishermen and would give rise to con-
siderable ill feelings and protest., The benefit to the Japanese
would not be great and cértainly would not offset the disadvantage
to use .The Japanese fishing fleet has, for long, been using

the facilities afford by Port Victoria, and are welcome to
continue to do so. I am afraid, I cannot see any justification
for allowing them to fish within our new Fishery limits. To

do so would give rise to the danger of over fishing, should

Japanese's interests increase, which is exavtly what the Fishery

Iimits Ordinance was enacted to prevent.

T

(J R Todd)’

NEAE

hS9817

terms and conditions and that

ins T
ight restrictions. Further information is gi

¥
1,

The National Archives

“Fco 3l 7 8963

" Pleasé note that this_copx s supplied subject to the National Atchives’

3 useof it may be subjéct to copyr

¥.Jd. Walker,Esg
Hong Kong and Indian Ocean Dept
| Foreign and Commonwealth Office

-LONDON SW 1

JRT/MCR
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Letter dated 26 June 1972 from the British High Commission, Port
Louis, to the Prime Minister of Mauritius
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- CONFIDENTIAL

BRITISH
HIGH COMMISSION

CHAUSSEE : PORT LouUIls - MAURITIUS

32/1 - 26 June 1972

Dr the Rt Hon Sir Seewoosagur Ramgoolam Xt MLA
- Government House
PORT LOUIS

/éﬂ Ao ﬂw¢ 4;;;41

Lothian, and to your meeting with Baroness Tweedsmuir
on 23 June, 1972, at which the Mauritius Government
scheme for the resettlement of the bersons displaced
from the Chagos Archipelago was discussed.

Payment in full ang final discharge of my Government's
undertaking, given at Lancaster House, London, on 23
September, 1965, to meet the cost of resettlement of
bersons displaced from the Chagos Archipelago since 8
November, 1965, including those at bresent still in
the Chagos Archipelago. e =

3. Accordingly, I should be most grateful if you
would confirm that you are willing to accept the
bayment of £650,000 in full and final discharge of
my Government's undertaking, and to agree that the
British Government may state this in public, should
the need arise, '

L. When replying, perhaps you would indicate the
date and manner in which the Mauritius Government wish
bayment to be made.

CONFIDENTIAL
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Letter dated 4 September 1972 from Prime Minister of Mauritius to
British High Commissioner, Port Louis
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¢C 0 P Y

(Original at"f.(29) in M.P. 1138)

4Lth September, 1972

' With reference to the communication No. 32/1 dated
the 26th June, 1972, by the then Acting High Commissioner,

I confirm that the Mauritius Government ascepts payment of
£650,000 from the Government of the United Kingdom (being

the cost of the scheme for the resettlement of persons displaced
from the Chagos Archipelago) in full and final discharge of

your Government's undertaking, given in 1965, to meet the cost

of resettlement of persons displaced from the Chagos Archipelsgo
since 8 November, 1965, including those at present still in the
Archipelago. Of course, this does not in any way affect the
verbal agreement giving this country all sovereign rights
relating to minerals, f'ishing, prospecting and other arrangerments.

In regard to the d~te and manner of the payment to
be made I presume it will be in British pounds sterling made to
the Government of Mauritius at the earliest date convenient
to your Government.

The Govermment of Wauritius has no objection to the

Government of United Kingdom making a public statement to this
effect, should the need arise.

With my warmest regards.

(SD) S. RAMGOOLAN)
Prime Minister

His Excellency Mr. Peter A. Carter, CNG
British High Commissioner,
PORT LOUIS.

/VS
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Press Communiqué dated 9 February 1973, Prime Minister’s Office,
Mauritius
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PRESS COMMUNIQUE

The Government of Msuritius has recelved a compensation of
Rs 8.6 million from the British Government to meet the cost of
resettling the inhsbitants displaced from Chagos Archipelago,
As agreed with the British Government, this amount will be
utilized for the constructim of houses for all the Ilois and
also for the provision of the necessary amenities such as
access roads, water, electricity, schools, community centres
and playing fields. Animal sheds will also be constructed for
breeding purposes., Bach family will be given sufficient land
to enable them to earn their livelihood by vegetable gardening
and/or animal breeding,

2. Last year a survey was carried out amongst the displaced
persens and it was found that the majority would prefer to
reside in Roche Bols area, Others have indicated either Cassis
or Pointe aux Sables, Land is available in Roche Bois and
Pointe aux Sables and it is proposed to construct a housing
estate at these two places, A Committee is examining the whole
project in detaill and it is hoped to finalize it during the
course of this month, Preliminary works for the construction
of the bulldings will start shartly,

Prime Minister's Office,
Port Louis.

9th Febmary. 1973
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Letter dated 24 March 1973 from Prime Minister of Mauritius to the
British High Commissioner, Port Louis
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- flshmg rlghts

Sghdtn ol BRI FE B use. of airstrip for emergency landing and
G f e i BRI LU o refuelling civil aircraft without - :
» Pt ol G disembquatlon of passengers. '

’(v) the right of prospection and the beneflt of any minerals S
- oroll discovered in or near the Chagos Archipelago Pl A
reverting to the Mauritius Goverrme nt o ' :

(vi) the return of the 1slands to Mauritlus without :
compensation, if the need for use by Great Britain _
- of the 1slands disappeared. - i i i 3

o).
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; Prime Minister
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dans la loi pour aller se cacher derriére un
writ of certiorari, un writ qu’on n’est méme
pas stir d’obtenir, qui est trés difficile a
obtenir. C’est le juriste qui devrait faire
attention au droit administratif.

Mr. Y. Mohamed : How many times
have I seen him condemning past admi-
nistrators at the Municipality without
giving them a chance to defend them-
selves ?

M. Ollivry : 1l ne s’agit pas de con-
damner les agissements des Municipalités.
Il s’agit d’une question de principe. Nous
vous donnons le droit de faire appel et vous

en tant que juriste, vous dites : « Allez lire

Basu ».

M. Duval : En tant que juriste, je
déclare que les deux partis ont tort.

L’amendement que propose le premier
député de Rodrigues (M. Ollivry) pourrait
sauver ce projet de loi. C'est pourquoi le
troisiéme député de Quartier Militaire et
Moka (M. Y. Mohamed) devrait au
contraire étre pour le projet de loi, pour
I’amendement et le premier député de
Rodrigues (M. Ollivry) contre. Quant &
moi, je resterai sur mes positions.

Sir Harold Walter : Sir, there are three
points which have been completely over-
looked by the last speaker. The first one
is the right of appeal. The right of appeal is
inherent to it. At any moment if anybody
feels that there has been an omission or a
commission which makes an inroad in the
provision of the law, he can go to Court
by way of writ. What is the difficulty in
this ? I cannot see the difficulty.

The second thing which no one has
dared mention : we are trying to repair
a big mistake of the last administration
of the Municipality of Port Louis. They
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forgot to pass the law and collect the rateg (Members rose in their places)
for 1972/1973. We have done it now.
: Thank you. The Noes have it.

The third thing : how are those Com.
missions going to get the loans from
Government ? You have to mortgage i ¢
everything or go on your knees to the
bank to ask for overdrafts. 1

Amendment defeated.
Clause 3 ordered to stand part of the Bill.

Clauses 4and 5 ordered to stand part of the
) Bill.
Mr. Ollivry : Sir, is the hon. Minister ;
speaking on the amendment which is to
give a right of appeal to the Municipality
which has been suspended ?

Clause 6 (Rates and taxes).

Motion made and question proposed :
« that the clause stand part of the Bill ».
Sir Harold Walter : You are right on* .
a point of order because the other one i
a point of disorder which... =

. Mr. Ah Chuen : Sir, I move according
- tothe amendment which has been circula-
ted.
Clause 2 ordered to stand part of the Bill,
Amendment agreed to.
Clause 3 (Appointment of commissions)
. Clause 6, as amended, ordered to stand
Motion made and question proposed part of the Bill.
« that the cl tand part of the Bill
« ause, stand peri & 1e Bl Clause 7 (Charges of administration).
Mr. Ollivry : Sir, I move the amend:

. Motion made and question proposed :
ment as circulated. q proposed

& that the clause stand part of the Bill. »

Question put on the amendment of th
hon. First Member for Rodrigues (Mi
Ollivry).

Mr. Duval : This morning, the reply
- of the Minister to a Question which reads
thus :

The Chairman : The Noes have it. . «Whether he will say if the Chairman and
Members of the Administrative Commissions
of the Municipalities of Port Louis, Beau
Bassin-Rose Hill, Quatre Bornes, Curepipe
and Vacoas-Pheenix are remunerated. If so,
will he give details thereof.»

Mr. Ollivry : I move for a division, Si

The Chairman : I have putthe question
on the amendment which has been circ|
lated to hon. Members and I have sa
that the Noes have it. Will those who
support my decision rise in their places

- Was : «Now. I want again to ask the Minis-

fer, specially as regards the Municipality
of Vacoas-Pheenix, whether he still main-

~ tains that the Chairman is not being
| Temunerated. .

(Members rose in their places) L )
; duz_. Ah Chuen: Not for the time being.
. AR former President of the Municipality

Thank you. Now will those who challeng ;
of Vacoas-Pheenix declined.

my decision rise in their places.

EXTRACT
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Clause 7 ordered to stand part of the Bill.

Clauses 8 and 9 ordered to stand part
of the Bill.

The title and the enacting clause were
agreed to.

The Bill, as amended, was agreed to.

On the Assembly resuming with Mr.
Speaker in the Chair, the Deputy Speaker
reported accordingly.

Third Reading

On motion made and seconded the Local
Government (Special Provisions) Bill (No.
VI of 1974) was read the third time and
passed.

MOTION

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE
— ADDRESS IN REPLY

Order read for resuming adjourned
debate on the following motion of the hon.

Deputy Chairman of Committees (Mr. S.
Bhayat) :—

«That an Address be presented to His
Excellency the Governor-General in ‘the
following terms :—

«We, the Members of the Mauritius Legisla-

tive Assembly here assembled, beg leave to

offer our thanks to Your Excellency for the

Speech which Your Excellency has addressed

to us on the occasion of the Opening of the

m__mﬁw Session of the Third Legislative Assem-
y .

Question again proposed.

M. G. Ollivry (First Member for
Rodrigues) : M. le président, les premiers
mots de ce discours du trdne en matiére
de politique étrangére couvrent de ridicule
ce Gouvernement qui agit comme la
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grenouille de la fable qui voulait se faire
aussi grosse que le beeuf :

«In pursuance of its policy of detente
and peaceful co-existence... » « Its » policy
of détente ! Ainsi donc le Gouvernement
se croit étre devenu le gouvernement des
Etats Unis ou de la Russie Soviétique !
C’est le gouvernement de Maurice qui
parle de sa politique de détente, comme si
Ille Maurice était engagée dans la guerre
froide ! A moins, M. le président, que le
Premier ministre savait qu’il allait alimen-
ter la guerre froide en vendant Diégo
Garcia pour rien et pour des raisons
électorales, & moins que le Premier ministre
sachant celd, veut maintenant faire une
_politique de détente puisqu’il a lui-méme
vendu Diégo Garcia pour en faire une
base, alors que la majorité de la population
du pays s’est opposée. La politique de
détente du Gouvernement ! Il aurait
fallu y avoir songé en 1965 quand on a,
pour des raisons de stratégie et de tactique
électorales, donné Diégo Garcia pour
Rs. 40m., alors que la population s’y
opposait. Aujourd’hui le Gouvernement,
voyant que Diégo Garcia est utilisé comme
une base, peut-étre nucléaire, ne fait que
des protestations trés faibles ou pas de
protestations tout simplement; parceque
le Gouvernement sait que c’est le Premier
ministre lui-méme qui a été complice de la
vente  de Diégo Garcia. Il a donc crée,
dans Pocéan indien, un foyer de guerre
froide. Et aujourd’hui il veut parler de
détente, de sa politique de détente ! Depuis
quand est-il devenu le Président des Etats
Unis ou le Premier ministre de la Russie
Soviétique ? Mais a ce sujet il faut rappeler
que si l'océan indien est transformé en
une zone de confrontation entre les super-
puissances,  la responsabilité, la plus

|
|
|
!

grande part de cette responsabilité, revient
au Premier ministre et & son Gouverne-
ment travailliste.
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faudrait que cela soit su aux Natig

Sir Harold Walter : Revient & voyg

M. Ollivry : Revient a moi ? g,
ment ?

Sir Harold Walter : Pour avoir opp
sé I'indépendance !

M. Ollivry : Quel aveu ! Nous app
nons maintenant du ministre de la say
que, parceque le Parti Mauricien s
4 I'époque opposé a- I'indépendance,
Parti Travailliste, avec le ministre de
santé comme membre, a vendu, a dog
une partie du territoire mauricien ! Vy;
de quoi ils sont coupables ! Vendre
territoire mauricien tout simplement po
gagner des élections, pour gagner Ping;
pendance ! Mais quand on a affaire &

genre de Gouvernement, 4 ce genr
mentalité, vraiment, M. le président

‘Unies ou le ministre de la santé se rend
temps en temps : que, pour de bas
raisons électorales, vous avez vendu [’
Maurice ! :

1

Sir Harold Walter : Ce n’était ni
vous, ni & moi : c’était & 1’Angletert,
Elle avait le droit d’extirper ! i

M. Ollivry : Si c’était & 1'Anglete
et que ’Angleterre avait le droit d’exti
comme vous dites, il ne fallait pas ¢
complice de M. Greenwood ! 11 fallait d
aux Anglais : « Extirpez ! » Non seulen
vous n’avez pas fait cela, vous avez p
fric des Anglais...

(Interruption)

Mr. Speaker: Imust tell Hon. Memb
that it is not a shouting match whi
taking place. ’ -

M. Ollivry : Je vous remercie,
président. Je reprends mon discour
mon calme pour répondre.

. Ainsi nous apprenons du ministre de la
qanté que Cétait aux Anglais et qu’ils

. ayaient le droit de prendre une partie du

' territoire; mais alors, pourquoi avoir été
complice des Anglais en leur disant :
(«Prenez » alors quil y avait une protes-
tation au Conseil des Ministres & Maurice,
“alors qu'il y avait des protestations dans
Ja population & Maurice ? Pourquoi avoir
| accepté 'argent des Britanniques ? Tout
‘simplement parceque le Premier ministre
et le Parti Travailliste d’alors savaient que

' la situation était telle dans le pays qu’il
fallait & tout prix céder au chantage, faire

- plaisir & M. Greenwood ! Voila la vérité !

. Sir Harold Walter : Vous jouissez de
~ I'indépendance, hein ? Et vous aviez voulu
. Pintégration de Ille Maurice avec la
France !

M. Ollivey :  L'indépendance est un
- fait et personne ne songerait i le contester
~mais seulement quand on compare, M. le
_ président, la situation qui prévalait sur

le plan des institutions avant lindépen-
dance, et ce que ces gens 1 ont fait de

_ lindépendance, on peut se demander s

on n’avait pas un peu raison d’avoir peur

mn de craindre la dictature qu’ils allaient

_imposer dans ce pays.

. Sir Harold Walter : Et de dire que

- Yotre temps de service comme ministre

n'a servi a rien !

. M. Olliry : Oui, vous direz ce que
Ous voudrez! Mais vous n’avez qu’a venir, ’

X s e ci s
Ous n'avez qu’a faire les élections | Venez

oser
Ww. T _contre nous, quand vous voulez,
Ou vous voulez !

M. Ollivry ;

Non seulement =
ernement. le Gou

~
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3.-,. Speaker : If this sort of thing
continues my patience will wear very thin,

M. Ollivry : Non seulement du Gou-
vernement, du propre aveu du ministre,
pour gagner I'indépendance, pour faciliter
la tache du Parti Travailliste, a permis a
une partie du territoire de s’en aller et a
créé un foyer de la guerre froide dans
Pocéan indien, non seulement cela, il I’a
fait avec la plus grande indécence sans
protéger les intéréts de ceux qui s’y trou-
vaient : les malheureux Ilois. Le Premier
ministre lui-méme a dit que cette excision
de Diégo Garcia du territoire mauricien a
été faite sans aucun document pour tenir
compte de la réalité, de la nationalité de
ces malheureux, de leur sort, de leur
reclassement; et ces gens 14 sont venus,
vers les années 1968, essayer de végéter
dans les faubourgs de Port Louis. Et rien
n’a été fait par le Gouvernement mauricien
pour eux. Sans doute le Gouvernement
britannique, sous la pression de certains
—et qui n’étaient pas membres du Gou-
vernement d’alors — sous la pression de
certains du Parti Mauricien avant Ia
coalition, et de nous-mémes et des autres
apres la coalition, a accordé une certaine
aide. Et qu’est devenue cette aide ? Qu’a-t-
on fait pour ces malheureux ? Est-ce-qu’ils
ont été reclassés ? Absolument rien n’a
¢été fait pour ces malheureux qui n’ont
absolument rien obtenu de la sécurité
sociale et de I'assistance publique. Il n’y
a aucun document concernant leur re-
classement, aucun document concernant
leur nationalité; on leur permet de végéter
dans les faubourgs de Port Louis, et c’est
tout. Pourquoi ? On peut se poser Ja
question. Un Gouvernement qui agit ainsi
avec la plus grande désinvolturefien per-
mettant la création d’un foyer de tension
dans notre océan indien et en permettant
a ce que des mauriciens, des Ilois — mais
qui ne votent pas nécessairement travail-
liste — soient traités de la fagon dont. ils-
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ont été traités, ce Gouvernement est
indigne de rester un jour de plus au pou-
voir ! Mais on peut se demander pourquoi
ils sont ainsi traités. Ils sont ainsi traités,
M. le président, parcequ’ils ne comptent
pas ! Parceque pour ceux qui sont -au
pouvoir, ils ne comptent pas. 1ls sont des
Ilois. Les Ilois ne comptent pas! Les
Rodriguais ne comptent pas ! Et peut-étre
méme beaucoup de Mauriciens ne comp-
tent pas puisque on a entendu le Premier
ministre dire qu’il ne savait pas au juste
ce que c'était que le mauricianisme, et le
ministre du plan qui dit : « Qui sa bébéte
qui appelle Mauricien la ?» Et voila ! Le
Premier ministre qui aurait du inspirer
confiance & la nation mauricienne, qui
aurait dii étre le promoteur de la nation
mauricienne, que le troisiéme député de
Vieux Grand Port et Rose Belle (M.
Bissoondoyal) a appelé le pére de la nation,
celui-la vient vous dire qu’il ne croit pas
dans le mauricianisme ! Et son ministre
du plan: « Qui ¢a bébéte qui appelle
Mauricien la ?» Cest sans doute parceque
les Ilois, les Rodriguais et beaucoup
d’autres sont considérés par le Gouverne-
ment comme des «bébétes», quils ne
comptent pas pour le Gouvernement
actuel, qu'ils n’ont absolument aucune
espéce d’importance, qu’ils ne comptent
pas dans le petit jeu électoral pour des
élections qu’ils ne veulent pas faire. C'est
pour cela qu’ils ne comptent pas dans le
petit jeu électoral de ce Gouvernement,
dans le jeu politique de ce Gouvernement.
Ainsi donc, le Gouvernement a crée un
foyer de tension et vous avez maintenant
A rendre compte aux Nations Unies et &
vos amis du Tiers Monde, vous qui parlez
si souvent sur les tréteaux de I'Organisa-
tion de I'Unité Africaine ! Comment
rendrez-vous compie a ces gens la de ce
que vous avez fait ? Si I’océan Indien n’est
pas une zone de paix, que Madame Gan-
dhi aille demander des comptes au Premier
ministre ! Que Madame Gandhi qui
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s’émeut de ce probléme 1a et, & juste titre,
aille demander des comptes au wnnﬂaﬂﬂ
ministre ! Et quant & nous, nous disong
que la politique étrangére de I'lle Maurice .
doit tenir compte du fait que nous sommeg
un petit pays avec une économie vulnérable
et que nous avons & tenir compte en
politique étrangére de la nécessité de
bonnes relations avec tous, sans aoﬁn.
mais de nos intéréts d’abord et de notre
sécurité intérieure. Voila les considérations
qui doivent présider a I’élaboration de
notre politique étrangére, — de bonneg
relations avec d’autres pays, nos intéréts
notre développement économique et notr
sécurité intérieure. Et il n’y a rien dans ¢
discours du Trone en matiére de politiqu
étrangére pour pouvoir inspirer confiance
A qui que ce soit, ni aux Mauriciens, n
3 ceux qui & I'étranger ont suivi I'évolutio
de ce parti travailliste, les actes de trahiso;
vis & vis du peuple, de la nation maurj
cienne dont nous avons eu la confirmatio
aujourd’hui du ministre de la santé qu
nous a dit que C’est parceque on étai
opposé & lindépendance qu’ils ont été
obligés d’accepter Rs. 40m. et de deveni
complices de l'excision d’une partic du
territoire mauricien. :

M. le président, je voudrais avant de
poursuivre mon exposé parler de Ro-
drigues. Est-ce parceque certains consi-
dérent que les Mauriciens sont des bébétes
que les Rodriguais n’ont eu droit & absolu-
ment aucun traitement depuis toujours?
On aurait pu penser qu’avec la représenta-
tion parlementaire de Rodrigues au
Parlement, avec les nombreuses interve
tions des députés de Rodrigues et d’autr
députés pour Rodrigues, que ce Gouverne
ment allait enfin s’occuper de Rodrigues.
Six ans, presque sept ans ont passé €
qu'a-t-on fait pour Rodrigues ? Sans
doute des missions 8’y rendent de temps
en temps. Il faut bien y aller, il faut bien,
aller faire un tour et voir comment C'eS

1

© Rodrigues.

Cest assez intéressant. On
sort de Londres, d’Europe et on sort méme

' ge Maurice, on en a souvent entendu

parler, o youdrait voir comment cest
etonyva,onva faire un tour a Rodrigues,
on revient, les rapports sont déposés
et il m'y a aucune suite, aucun follow-up.
Les années passent, le probléme de l'eau
est resté sans solution, aucune recherche
p’a été faite pour trouver les sources d’eau
wo:&_n 4 Rodrigues et les ressources de
Rodrigues en eau. Rien. Un filtre avait
été donné par l’aide britannique a un
certain moment pour filtrer 'eau d’une
certaine partie de Rodrigues. Ce filtre a
&6 donné & Plaisance au lieu d’étre ache-

" miné sur Rodrigues parceque les avions

avaient besoin d’eau potable et jusqu’au-
jourd’hui rien 1’a été fait pour donner 2
Rodrigues de I'eau filtrée. C’est ainsi que
la mortalité infantile est trés grande 2
Rodrigues et ce n’est que si ’enfant dépasse
'age de quatre ou cing ans qu’il a une
chance de survivie. Mais la mortalité
infantile est trés grande grace a la gastro-
entérite, grace & de nombreuses maladies
qui proviennent de I'eau polluée. On T'a

dit, on I'a repété & plusieurs reprises, le

- Gouvernement n’a rien fait, le Gouverne-

ment ne fera rien parceque le Gouverne-

" ment ne compte pas Rodrigues dans son

petit jeu électoral.

' 'Mr. Ringadoo : That is not true.

..M. Ollivry : Je sais que le ministre
 des finances est animé de bonnes intentions
. Vis & vis de Rodrigues mais la route de
, ’enfer est pavée de bonnes intentions.

L Sir Harold Walter : Government also.

M. Ollivry : Quant & lui, il est animé
de bonnes intentions vis 4 vis de Rodrigues

- ;.E.&m ainsi que je I'ai dit la route de I'enfer
. ©st pavée de bonnes intentions.
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Le cofit de la vie est trés élevé, beaucoup
plus élevé qu'a Maurice. Cela a été recon-
nu par ceux qui y sont allés. Cela a été
reconnu par le commissaire Sedgwick.
Qu’a-t-on fait ? Les fonctionnaires rodri-
guais se sont battus pour avoir un COLA
suivant le baréme établi par Sedgwick.
Iis n’ont obtenu absolument rien sauf un
25%, du COLA mauricien qui quand on
I’analyse de prés équivaut 4 prouver qu’en
fait la situation est restée intacte. Je vais
vous Pexpliquer. La disturbance allowance
qui est donnée aux fonctionnaires mauri-
ciens comprend environ 15% de COLA.
Lorsque vous donnez aux fonctionnaires
rodriguais 25%, du COLA mauricien, vous
ne rétablissez pas la situation. Ce quil
faut faire c’est donner aux Rodriguais et
aux Mauriciens qui se trouvent a Rodri-
gues un COLA différent basé sur la hausse
du cofit de la vie et ne pas faire de diffé-
rence en ce qui concerne le cofit de la vie
entre les Rodriguais et les Mauriciens a
Rodrigues, qui y travaillent. Sans doute
il faudra réaménager la disturbance allow-
ance qui doit étre différente du cofit de la
vie mais en ce qui concerne le colit de la
vie, les Rodriguais et les Mauriciens
devraient avoir un COLA qui est supérieur
A celui qui est donné & Maurice pour tenir
compte de la hausse du colit dela vie qui
affecte les Rodriguais et les Mauriciens
qui se trouvent a Rodrigues de la méme
fagon.

En vérité, en ce qui concerne Rodrigues
il y a un manque d’équipement, il y 2 un
manque de cadres et dés qu’on a un cadre
valable qui a un esprit missionnaire et
qui veut aider les Rodriguais on le fait
partir. Nous avons eu ’exemple de Mon-
sieur Brown qui était en charge de I'agri-
culture et qui & un moment a voulu mettre
de Pordre dans les services de _,m@mﬁocsﬁn.
Il y a eu un magistrat qui par 1a suite a
disparu dans les circonstances que l'on
sait et qui a fait toutes sortes de rapports
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1931 Public Bills
Mr. Ringadoo rose and seconded.
Question put and agreed to.

Bill read a second time and committed.
COMMITTEE STAGE

(The Deputy Speaker in the Chair)

The Road Traffic (Amendment) Bill

(No. XXXV of 1974) was considered
and agreed to.

On the Assembly resuming with the
Deputy Speaker in the Chair, the Deputy
Speaker reported accordingly.

Third Reading

On motion made and seconded, the
Road Traffic (dmendment) Bill (No. XXXV
of 1974) was read the third time and
passed. :

COMMITTEE OF SUPPLY

(The Deputy Speaker in the Chair)

Consideration of the Appropriation .,

(1974-75) Bill (No. XIX of 1974) was
resumed.

Vote 13-1.  Ministry of External Affairs,
Tourism and Emigration was called.

Mr. Ringadoo :  Sir, there is an amend-
ment which has been circulated, and
I move accordingly.

M. Ollivty : M. le président, je parle
a I'item du ministre des affaires étrangéres,
du tourisme et de I’émigration pour
déplorer, une fois encore, que le Gou-
vernement mauricien n’ait jamais défini
quelle était la politique étrangére du
pays, et pour déplorer aussi que les
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affaires étrangéres soient un secret pour
le Parlement — ce domaine est entours
de mystére ! Ainsi, les tractations qui
se passent entre le Gouvernement dy
Royaune Uni...

The Prime Minister : I am very sorry,
I don’t want to be difficult but I rise on
a point of order. This is the general
policy. We have discussed external aff.
fairs on the debates on the Speech from
the Throne, on the second reading of
the Appropriation Bill. Everything was
discussed and everything was explained .
beyond limit. That is one. But if the
hon. Member were to say under what
item he wishes to speak, what is the
specific matter he has in mind, T shall be
helpful to him. It must be a specific
thing; it cannot be a general debate,
It must be a specific matter on which
we will try and help our Friends. It
is no good trying to come with general
things which are vague and chaotic in
their approach. I have risen on a point
of order. The hon. Member says that
external affairs are not known. It has
been known in the newspapers, in the
House and everywhere. I am rising on a
point of order and I am explaining why
there should be a restraint to a specified
aspect of the subject, so that I may be
able to be specific and reply to the point
of the hon. First Member for Rodrigues.

M. Olliry : M. le président, je pro-
pose que les salaires du ministre des
affaires étrangéres soient réduits de Rs. 25
ou de Rs. 100. Moi, j'aurais voulu
Penlever. Il n’existe méme pas. Le Pre-
mier ministre est déja payé pour cela.
Je propose, M. le président...

The Prime Minister : I am always
helpful. My Friend can talk on item 1.
For the time being it exists. It has not
been deleted, has it? He can- speak
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on it, but I would pray and hope at the
same time that he will be specific so
that I can reply to it.

M. Ollivry : Ainsi, M. le président,
des agences de presse étrangéres rap-
portent qu’il y a un accord secret entre
le Gouvernement mauricien et le moc-
vernement soviétique. Cela est possible.
Il est possible que le Gouvernement
estime nécessaire d’arriver a un 8_, ac-
cord entre le Gouvernement mauricien
et le Gouvernement soviétique. Les
agences de presse étrangéres E.ccozoz_w
comme émanant de I'lle Maurice, qu’il
y a un accord secret entre le Gouverne-
ment mauricien et le Gouvernement

soviétique.

The Prime Minister : I can tell my
Friend there is no such thing. All
agreements that this Government has
entered into have been laid on the Table
of this Assembly.

(3.10 p.m.)

M. Lesage: M. le président, pour
élargir mon champ de tir je vais o_.uo_m:
I'item que vient de choisir celui qui m’a
précédé, en y ajoutant 13-1.10, 13-1.16
et 13-1.20. Je crois que cela nous donne
une idée de la dimension de notre po-
litique étrangére. Nous sommes membres
des Nations Unies, de I'O.U.A., de
I’OCAM, et je crois que, ne serait-ce
que sous litem Nations Unies, il est
permis de parler sur tous les aspects
de cette politique étrangére ou de I'ab-
sence de politique étrangére. Je vou-
drais aviser la Chambre en passant,
comme I’a souligné mon Colleégue le
premier député de Rodrigues (M. Ollivry),
que nous avons lintention de %Bmua.on
la suppression de Iitem 13-1.1(1) puis-
quil y a cumul de fonctions. Car ce

n’est que suite a la décision du Gou-
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vernement, qu’'on pourra Voir ==_puis-
quiil est entendu que la _.a.s@moﬁmmson
est une formule &Eon—maacw trés en
vogue — §'il y aura possibilité de re-
négociation de la Coalition.

Le premier député de Rodrigues a
évoqué cette question n_,mooop.d “Em\mm.
Il est évident qu'aujourd’hui _.Onm.ma
indien entre 3 nouveau dans Ihistoire
— il ne s’agit donc pas d’étre myope —
et cela depuis que la Grande Bretagne
a décidé de décrocher a lest aa, Suez.
1l est tout-a-fait normal qu’un océan .am
17 millions de milles carrés wuwm.a ‘_oEoﬁ
de convoitise de la part des Qw,ﬁ.niom
puissances étrangéres. En omﬁr il e
gagit que de considérer la dimension
des puissances qui vont m,maozﬁow.voﬁ
gire en mesure de réaliser _n.m sérieuses
inquiétudes pour la paix, qui naissent.
Tout d’abord, sans sortir du nma.no, uomm
croyons que c'est une question s.mwm
pertinente que de se %Emsan.n a p:o.m
mobiles profonds la construction et .T
mise en service d’une super-flotte sovic-
tique correspondent. Il est un fait QM_.W.
blant, et je résume en mcwmnmamo la &é-
claration du ministre des affaires étrangeres
de Tunisie, M. Mohamed ‘Z_mmEosar
qui, & Iépoque de la nmbo:.m:owp so-
viétique en Méditerranée mwlw; an‘ my-
opie européenne. Il .m.mm; de vmmnmmnn
qu'aprés avoir franchi les _,uua.m:m es,
les Russes ont érodé les Eﬂnnronm‘a.a
la sixiéme flotte a convertir la Médi-

,terranée en mare nostrum.

Mais ils se sont apergus dans K,BmBn
souffle que pour pouvoir contrdler la
Méditérrannée, se souvenant sans a.ocno
de A_.m@onco de la E&mmmoonmcm _E.:m_mm.
nique de Gibraltar & Suez, qu il .wm ‘Em
avoir un lévier logistique dans I'océan

indien.

Il ne faut certes pas faire la politique

[
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Nous ne voudrions pas remonter au
déluge, mais qu’il nous soit permis de
rappeler, ne serait-ce que le discours qui
a .o‘a Emﬁonom a 'ONU par notre Pre-
mier ministre contre I’Ouganda. On
aimerait savoir puisqu’il a eu P’occasion
d’aller au sommet de Mogadiscio, il

a réglé son compte au président Amine.

L’heure est arrivée pour nous de dé-
noncer ces gens et c’est le seul forum ou
nous puissions le faire sans acrimonie
méme si on hausse le ton par fois. 1l
est bon en effet de rappeler certaines
choses. Nous n’avons rien a4 nous re-
procher la-dessus.

Maintenant nous voudrions demander
au Premier ministre comment il justifie
notre contribution au SARTOC. Member-
ship fee to South African Regional Tou-'
rism Council. Est-il conséquent avec lui-
méme ? Par ailleurs, lorsque le Premier
ministre va a Iétranger, il fait aussi
des déclarations mielleuses. Je me rap-
pelle que cela se passait un peu aprés
lindépendance. Pendant une visite &
Iétranger il avait déclaré que pour
les Sud Africains, I'lle Maurice é&tait
le paradis. Ces derniers y venaient pour
regarder la télévision. Il doit se sou-
venir de tout cela. Et il n’avait
peut étre pas tort. Aussi nous con-
seillons une diplomatie prudente, pour
ne pas mettre en danger Iapprovi-
mno.HEmEmcﬁ de toute une population
qui compte 850,000 ames aujourd’hui,
.E:m méme. Nous avions déja prédit
il 'y a quelque temps que notre pays
allait devenir un trottoir pour les querelles
idéologiques. Nous aimerions que le
Premier ministre fasse une déclaration
supplémentaire & celle déja faite par le
ministre des finances en décembre o
en septembre 1973 sur cette question
qui suscite tant d’inquiétude, je veux
parler de I’aéroport du nord.
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. Mr. Virah Sawmy: Sir, I choose
item 13-1.10 — Contribution to Uniteq
Nations Organisation. I understand
that, if my information is correct of course,

was passed in the United Nations which

prive a colony on the verge of indepen.
dence of any part of its territory. In
other words no country could, prior to
independence, remove from Mauritiug
any part of it. If this is true, is not the
passing over of Diego to the famous

travention with this resolution and jf
it is so, does the Minister of External

International Court of the Hague and

if not I would like to know why.

. Secondly, I would like to speak on
item 13-1.16 and here I would like to

know what contribution this Govern-

ment gives to the liberation movement
of Africa. The Prime Minister, in many
speeches we know, has expressed his
solidarity for all oppressed people of the
world, but I would like to know whether
when he makes these statements, he is
not only paying lip service to the libera-
tion movement, because we may make’
beautiful speeches expressing our solidarity.
when in fact what the freedom fighters
in Africa need is help, medicine, guns,
etc. I would like to know how much
this Government gives to the liberation

movement in Africa. The time when =

people would just listen to good speeches
is over. We must know what is done
in practice, what concrete help is being
offered to our black brothers in Africa.
There were quite a lot of accusations of
racialism here. But one Minister once

accused me of stupidity, because I ex- -

pressed my solidarity for the black people
of Africa. So I think the Prime Minister
should look around him before he accuses

Public Bills 1944

that some twenty years ago, a resolution |

prevented any colonial country to de. |

British Indian Ocean Territory in con- |

Affairs intend to take the case to the..

1945 Public Bills

other people of racialism because there
are racialists in his Government.

My third point. Sir, I would like
to speak on item 13-1.33 (1) General
Manager, Mauritius Government Tou-
rist Office. There is an alarming situa-
tion which exists in this country. I am
pot going to make a detailed speech
on tourism to show its good side and its
bad side, but there is one ascpet which
worries me a bit. There was a nice beach
in Trou-aux-Biches, now the public can
no longer go there. Pointe aux Can-
ponniers was a mnice place, now there
is Club Mediterranée. We hear of hotels
in Belle Mare, hotels all over the place.
I would like to hear from the Prime
Minister what is the policy of Government
concerning the protection of Mauritians
and the protection of the rights of Mau-
ritians to go to the beaches whenever
they want and to prevent hotels from
depriving Mauritians from this inherited
privilege. And while T am on this topic,
1 would like also to draw the attention
of Government on another point. There
are places in Mauritius where owners
of campements have the habit of putting
barbed wires to prevent people from
walking along the beach. Hotel keepers
may adopt this practice so that we Mau-
ritians are prevented from enjoying things
which are ours.

A last point which I would like to
make is on the item concerning member-
ship to South African Regional Tourism
Council. Now there has been quite
a lot of statements against South Africa
and I.agree that we should take a very
firm stand against South Africa, but
there is a contradiction here. We say
that we must fight for total political and
economic independence and we encourage
tourism and the majority of tourists come
from South Africa, so that the tourist
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economy is dependent on South Africa
and we are at the same time member of
the South African Regional Tourism
Council. The country of Kamuzu Hast-
ings Banda too is a member of this
Association. I think the Prime Minister
knows that not only the white despots
are the enemies of the black people,
but there are also some black stooges
of the white despots, and if we want
to be honest with ourselves, I think
this country should withdraw from
SARTOC which is a South African con-
trolled organisation. We cannot go on
paying again lip service to the liberation
of our black brothers in South Africa
and at the same cooperating economically.
We cannot do something valid on the
political level if we are collaborating
with South Africa on the economic level.

Thank you, Sir.

(3.45 p.m.)

The Prime Minister : First of all,
|Sir, with regard to the ceiding of Diego
by this Government, I will say actually
it is not what my hon. Friends opposite
are saying. 1 will refer them to the
Colonial Boundaries Act of 1895 which
confers on Her Majesty the Queen,
then Queen Victoria, the power to alter
the boundaries of colonies by order
in Council, or letters patent, with the
proviso that “the consent of the self
governing Colony, shall be required for
the alteration of the boundaries thereof. |

It is by this that Seychelles and Mauri-
tius were separated. It is by this that
Diego was separated from Mauritius.
By an Order in Council in 1965, dated the |
8th November, Her Majesty the Queen |
ordered that the British Indian Ocean
Territory be constituted consisting of
certain islands hitherto included in the
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dependencies of Mauritius and of other
territories.

The Government of Mauritius was
nevertheless informed, after we had dis-
cussed in England, that this had taken
place, and we gave our conmsent to it.
It was done like this, but the day it is
not required it will revert to Mauritius.
But, Mauritius has reserved its mineral
rights, fishing rights and landing rights,
and certain other things that go to com-
plete, in other words, some of the sove-
reignty which obtained before on that
island. That is the position. Even if
we did not want to detach it, I think,
from the legal point of view, Great Britain
was -entitled- to make “arrangements as
she thought fit and proper. This, in
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elsewhere, and it comes before everybody,
and Government decides to follow this
or that policy.

With regard to people trying to put
fences in front of their bungalows at the
seaside, if this is reported to the Govern-
ment, we might look into it. I do not
think people can do it. I say, on the
spur of the moment, it should not be done.

With regard to SARTOC, we don’t
mix up politics with tourism in interna-
tional organisation of this nature. We
have not mixed up tourism with politics,
and SARTOC is a tourism organisation.
It is not mainly composed of South
Africa or its representatives. It is not

principle, was agreed even by the P.M.S.D. |
who was in the Opposition at the time 3
and we had consultations, and this was
done in the interest of the Common-
wealth, not of Mauritius only. This is

all I can say about Diego.

With regard to the liberation move-
ment, it is not lip service. We are con-
tributing, in every way possible, to the
liberation movement. Sometimes, there
are papers which come here, to make
good the amount that we pay.

With regard to tourism and beaches,
Government, as far as possible, tries
to strike a balance between our own
requirements and the use to which we
should put some of our beaches so that
we can derive not only revenue, but
also facilities which give a lot of em-
ployment to our own people, and at
the same time earn foreign exchange for
Mauritius. It is possible that some-
times we may not have discerned properly.
That is another matter, but every request is
examined very carefully, not by my
Ministry. To begin with, it is examined

an organisation to include South Africa
as such, as I can know, and we form
part of it. But, I would like to point
out to my Friend that it is not working
as he thinks it is working. It is not
giving satisfaction to the members them-
selves. They very rarely do. And as
to tourism, we have no grievance against
South African concerns. The South Afti-
cans who come to Mauritius are well
behaved. There have been no incidents
with them, and they accept the policies
and the rules of conduct in our country.
This is a free country : people come,
they leave, they take what they want,
what they require, and they go. I don’t
think there has been any complaint
against South Africans as such. What
we complain of is apartheid and the
abuse of the black races which a minority
of white Africa is trying to impose.
That is what we are aginst! We are
against the enslavement of the black
man. This is not something that is new.
My hon. Friend just now spoke about
my insincere views. I moved even before
we were independent a resolution in
this country to sympathise with the black
Africans who were shot at Sharpeville !
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And it was passed by this Legislature,
even before independence. This is some-
thing that we cannot mix up. moﬂw
African people themselves do not like
many of the things their Government

"does. But, we cannot mix up the South

African tourists or the South African
people with the policy of the South
African Government.

(Interruption)

Well, T don’t know. My friend may
think so. I don’t kmow who supports
and who does not support. South Afri-
cans are good tourists. They are well
behaved gentlemen and ladies, and [
take my hat off to them. They have
always behaved well in Mauritius, m.E_
I don’t think Mauritius has anything
against them.

Commerce is international. I don’t
think it is based on colour or creed or
anything of the sort. So, this is the
stand on which this Government acts
and we are contributing to the liberation
movement in many forms, in education
as well as by funds and we are satisfied
that our Colleagues in O.A.U. are doing
their utmost also to do the same thing.
And there are no bones about all this.

But, as I said, as regards the Indian
Ocean I have given part of it, but E.Qm
is the other part and we are already trying
to see what the Indian Ocean can pro-
duce for Mauritius itself. There is a
great wealth down the bottom of the
sea, wherever our territories are, and
1 have signed an agreement to the nm.ooﬁ
that Mauritius has 53,000 square miles
of territory beyond the others, to érmow
we have acquired rights, and in éEo.r
we have the right to explore and exploit
the resources that are available. So, é.o
have tried to protect the rights of Mauri-
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tius wherever we have been able to do it.
But, if my hon. Colleagues on the other
side say that we should oppose the great
powers in the Indian Ocean, I would
say that even great powers cannot oppose
each other. They try to talk, they try
to cajole one another, they talk at in-
ternational forums to be able to come
to some arrangement. Just now, they
are talking in an impasse, but .m: the
same they talk. I personally ﬁrEF. all
the sea should be free to every nation.
We, in our own life-time, have seen
two world wars. The first world war
was for the freedom of people and the
freedom of nations. The second war
also involved the same theme. So, I
do not know why we should not say.
Russia should not come this way, or
the United States or any other nation
should not come this way. I would
like to know how can Russia traverse
from one side of the world to the other
without going through the Indian O.anm:.ﬂ ?
Or, how can America go from this side
to the other ? Or how ,mnm_mm& or
Holland or Iran can go from this side
to the other unless they go Ewo:m.r
the Indian Ocean ? I think, this is
not a pragmatic approach to the pro-
blems with which we are faced ; m:.a
peace and war — although small or big
nations may have their say up to a point, -
this is decided by big woinau.w:a this
is the grievance of smaller .aasos.m who
seem to be nmow and again acting as
pawns to big powers. We can say
in the United Nations what we feel,
we certainly say at the O.A.U. what
we think, we can say it at 0,0.?g_.
we can say it at non-aligned .Bmmrumwu
at other interpational meetings, the
W.H.O. the F.A.O. the UNESCO —
all these are forums where we can vent
the views of a country for peace and
happiness, but still war is taking place.
There is war in North and South Vietnam.

. &

-




ANNEX 71

2007 Public Bills 26 JUNE 1974 Public Bills 2008

fait ? Quand espére-t-on terminer ces

Vitem 31.7.7 New Airport (phase 1). Je
travaux ?

vois que la somme globale pour ce projet
est de Rs 41 millions alors que les crédits
qu’on nous demande de voter cette année-
ci ne sont que de I’ordre de Rs 226
millions. 1II est toutes sortes de bruits

M. le président, a litem de Rodrigues
je vois housing for civil servants. 11
est certain que ce Gouvernement se
doit de construire des résidences pour qui circulent & ce sujet. Nous dirons
les fonctionnaires 3 Rodrigues mais la méme quil y a un mystére qui entoure
plupart des fonctionnaires habitent dans Ja construction de ce nouvel aéroport.
la région de Port Mathurin, Il o’y a En effet, a chaque fois qu'un membre
vraiment pas beaucoup d’espace. Est- de cette Chambre essaye d’avoir de
ce-que la solution ne serait pas, au plus amples détails, le gouvernement
lieu de construire un trés grand nombre répond évasivement. On a P'impression

de petites maisons avec une cour, etc., que le projet a été modifié radicalement.
comme cela se fait d’habitude, est-ce-

que ce ne serait pas mieux de construjre

un ou deux immeubles avec un grand )
nombre d’appartements oir les fonction- En effet les avions font beaucoup de
naires pourraient ooncwnnomwmwvu:m-c:._:_

ments ? Ce serait une meilleure utilisa-
tion des terrains.

(Interruption)

Nous aimerions avoir quelques ren-
seignements complémentaires sur cet aéro-
port. Nous voulons bien entendu parler
les maisons sont des maisons de fonction- de P'aéroport du Nord. Est-ce que de

naires. Est-ce que dans le cadre du nouveaux développements se seraient pro-

Pplanning et de I'urbanisme on ne devrait duits suite 4 Ia déclaration faite par

pas songer 4 créer des blocs d’apparte- le ministre des finances en novembre
ments pour les fonctionnaires a Rodrigues ou en décembre 1973 2 C’est en tout

et qui feraient une meilleure utilisation cas notre sentiment intérieur.
de I’espace ?

Dans Port Mathurin presque toutes

Le ministre doit dire s’il y a de nou-
velles conditions qui y ont été attachées.
Nous avions du reste prédit — on dira
que nous avons une bouche de cabri —
que nous finirions par payer notre aéro-

Je vois qu'on prévoit une somme a
Pitem 31.4.70. pour Paéroport. On aurait
di plitot parler du air strip que du
airport. On a annoncé qu’un avion de

vingt places irait a Rodrigues. Est- port. Nous avons vu les répercussions
ce-que I'aéroport actuel peut recevoir suite au réajustement des taux. On dit
cet avion ? Quelles sont les améliora- toujours que I’économie socialiste ne
tions qu’il faudra faire ? Combien de connait pas linflation. Cela est possible.
temps faudra-t-il attendre pour que cet Mais ce qui est également vraj c’est qu’elle
avion puisse y aller ? Est-ce-que cette est injecteuse d’inflation chez les autres,
somme suffirait pour I’agrandissement

Si on prend une liste des prix ,— c’est
éventuel de 'aéroport de Rodrigues ? le conseil que je donne au ministre du

commerce et de I'industric — des mar-
chandises importées de la Chine con-
tinentale on verra dans quelle propor-
tion certains produits venant du pays

(6.35 p.m.)

M. Lesage : M. [e président, je choisis
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raised the question of the mBocmﬁ .u?.ow
vided for the resettlement of the Ilo: wrmﬁ
would like to inform the mocw@ wits
Government intends ﬁw rm<m "MMEM i
tes, one at womno.wc
s % e e,
"arri aintenant & Pitem 15.3. — | Ilois will .co mEMu mvaa e The
o o ui avait’ été tenu hors | pig breeding an Hmo s ace ool
o:mﬁ.ao MOMch%&ogoSoE car le gou- | amount of Rs 725,0 o e o
. nMHMMM umw permettait pas I'implanta- | would be for the reli
M”M de nouvelles usines, jusqu’a tout
récamment a pourtant mnm lettres de H.uo. .
blesse dans l'industrialisation a.o Maurice. e may perhaps .UEE -
ler de la sacherie qui se trouve geste ; e a5, 16t
Gans i iption. Il 'y a eu un a large scale in or i
S szo:mm:wm%:. de la sacherie. of housing facilities M,M_. m"ﬂ einate
uo_=<nu= ?MEMM&@@E étre mises sur As uomEma. out by &a - mEé: i
U.m:ﬁ.mw N % ¥ investissements étrangers. mic Planning, Wom:mcw e e
pied grace @ nw _5 cet accord éventuel of infra-structure réon et Tt ol
onte 1o Gouy wmemi et des entrepre- have houses whic! ,HS%EW ki
o ww R avions par voie d’in- the ground floor. B et
s E.s,nmw dom dé au ministre du problem of water and roa Ll
e ﬁawﬂmﬂ,mwacmﬁo dalors si be looked into and ooMMwmaw e
MoE%MMW aMm travailleurs seraient sauve- pleted Unmoaaa MM@ can
Mmmamm. Et avions méme fait ressortir he has Sugg .
que ce serait une occasion unique pour 2 o
lancer la participation, pas seulement D o1 think the - m»w% e
entre les investisseurs et le mocxmn.mw wﬂms Emaum e dhink it will be
ment, mais également la possibilité

. H H

sending equipmen

Lo i tarred and we are ¢ ir

dlinei  parficipation  de§ travail e in order to do extensive work to the ai

donateur ont augmenté nn‘ﬂmmnmoo a.a
deux ans. On a ooBEmwom a Hommm:ﬁ.:
les effets presque immédiatement, aprés
]a signature de I'accord. Il est certaines

gens qui savent bien faire les choses.

He raised also the question of housing
for civil servants in Rodrigues and sug-

He has also raised the question of

ilité écisi t i be able
nsabilités, aux décisions € 019 + the strip may
aux  respo Pentreprise. C’était Ioc- strip in order tha p e i G
su eapital de [FemtrepTise. to receive a plane larg nd that
casion révée.

ich i i d at present a
vhich is being use
MS:E increase the number of people

On nous a répondu que les intéréts who can travél to and from Rodrigues.

des travailleurs ne seraient pas Iésés.
Or, nos renseignements sont @EW H_
Y as le cas. Il y a eu tout un cham-
w%ﬂ%ﬁﬁ dans les structures sans que H.Nﬁ.umoa wmmmwu i ation o e v
1 travailleurs ne soient consultés. raise o oy bl e ..:5
ana fois encore le Gouvernement n’'a airport. rHN EWS E Y o wome techiied]
pas permis aux travailleurs de s’exprimer House tha

i discussed by techni-
i i roblems which were
it Mm% on both sides and that was why
avenir.

there has been some delay on MOOMMMM
i f the nature of the ground and aciliti
1 the size of the air strip.

! i mow. Belle
’ hon. First Member
o nd Quatre Bornes (Mr. Lesage)

Mr. Ringadoo : Sir, the hon. ! s e
Member for Rodrigues (Mr. Ollivry) tobe provide
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Memorandum by the UK Secretary of State for Foreign and
Commonwealth Affairs, “British Indian Ocean Territory:
The Ex-Seychelles Islands”, 4 July 1975
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DEFENCE AND OVERSEA HOLICY. GOMMITTER
BRITISH INDIAN OCEAN TERRITORY: THE EX-SEYCHELLES ISLANDS
Memorandum by the Secretary of State
for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs
Background
1. In my memorandum OPD(75)9 of £7 February 1975, I argued that

we should return the islonds of Farquhar, Aldabra and Desroches to
Seychelles on independence provided the United States agreed without
difficulty. The Prime Minister commented that while this might well
be right, OPD ought to discuss the issues, for instance the gquestion
whether our hold on the remaining islands (including Diego Garcia)
will be made more or less secure. The Defence Secretary commented
"that while he accepted my conclusions, he attached great importance
to consultation with the US Government and to the denial of the
islands -to the Russians. I consequently agreed to wait until after
the Seychelles Constitutional Conference in March before speaking
substantively to the Americans; and no hint of possible concessions
was given to the Seychelles leaders at the Constitutional Conference.

4nglo/US Discussions

2. This matter was considered at the Anglo/US Consultations on
the Indian Ocean at official level.in May. The Americans accepted
that René, the leader of the minority party, would almost certainly
raise it at the resumed Constitutional Conference next January.
They agreed that lMancham, the Chief Minister, would be enxious not
to be outflanked; indeed in Washington in May he said that the
matter was of great importence to him although he asked whether
mineral, oil, fishing end tourist rights could be made available to
Seychelles if the islands could not themselves be returned. The
Americens' first reaction was thet the status guo should be
maintained for fear of an unravelling effect on BIOT endangering
Diego Garcla. They have no prospective defence use for the three
islands but they were valusble because they were denied to hostile

POWETrsS,

3, The Americans agreed to think further about the matter.
UK officials pointed out that handing back the islands:

(i) might be presented as an earnest of good intent that
the Chagos Archipelago also would be handed back to
Mauritius if and when there was no further defence use
for it;

N Y
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(iiif
(iv)
British of

might avert the danger of Seychelles and Mauritius .
-making common cause on BIOT in the OAU gnd in the
United Nations, who have already voiced support for
the islands' return; .

might allay suspicion of American intentions in Diego
Garcia and in the Indian Ocean more generally;

might be traded for worthwhile concessions, particularly
in the form of security for the American satellite
tracking stetion in Mahé aznd denial to hostile powers.

ficials also suggested that Mancham might be persuadable

to their remaining part of BIOT if Seychelles were offered generous
payment for the satellite tracking station; financial and training

assistance

for an internal security force; mineral, fishing and

tourist rights in the three -islands; . the promise of their eventual
return when there was no further defence need for them; or some

combination of these concessions. The Americans were also asked to
consider the idea of our retaining sovereignty but leasing the

islands back to Seychelles which on the face of it had the
disadvantage of our retaining sovereignty without power.

L. Both sides agreed to consider their policy preferences in
the light of the agreed aim of safeguarding the future of Diego
Garcia; to discuss these at the next Anglo/US Consultations on the
Indian Ocean, probably in October; and meanwhile to exchange papers
setting out the options in order of national preference. |

- Options for HMG

5. These fall into two broad categories: handing back the

islands in

benefits for the

exchanﬁe for Seychelles undertakings on access for us,
mericans and denial to the Russians; and

retaining the islands in return for concessions making the decision
more palatable to Seychelles opinion. Both have merit but a
solution within the first range is more likely to be negotiable with

Seychelles
. June 1976,

and permit the peaceful transition to independence by
given René's determination to make an issue of the

matter. Whatever can be obtained in return, and particularly denial

to hostile

powers, would be in the general Western interest. We

know the Russians are interested in footholds in the area: she has
already installed mooring buoys in international waters in the
Chagos Archipelago.

6. . . 1If,
(1)

(i)

however, the Americans are unable to agree, our best

chance of ensuring unhindered progress towards independence while
retaining the islands lies in American agreement:

to assist Seychelles €.g. by making generous payment
for the satellite tracking station and providing help
for the internal security forces;

to offer Seychelles similar assurances to those given
to Mauritius in 1965 i.e. a promise to return the
islands when no longer needed and reservation to
Seychelles of oil, mineral and fishing rights;

and, if necessary, ; !
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(iii) +to offer Seychelles fishing and tourism rights in the

islands now. :
Ve cannot be sure how generous the Americans are willing to be
under (i) given their initial secret contribution to the cost of
setting up BIOT and. the risk of demands by Mauritius for further
payment for the use of Diego Garcia. -

Conclusions

Tn I therefore conclude thet for the purpose of our paper to
be given to the Americans at official level, as a basis for further
discussion, we should express the options as follows:

(a) Retburn of the islands to Seychelles in exchange for
agreement on continued free American use of the
satellite tracking station; denial of the three
islands to hostile powers; denial of Seychelles proper
to such powers; and British/American access to the
three islands should we require it.

(b) Return of the islands in exchange for most of the
gbove concessions.

(c) Retention of the islands in exchange for:
(i) undertakings similar to those given to Mauritius;

(ii) generous payment by the Americans for continued
use of the satellite tracking station;

and, if necessary,

(iii) financial and training assistance for the internal
security forces;

(iv) exploitation by Seychelles of some of the three
islands' resources e.g. fishing and tourism.

“(d) Leasing the islands back to Seychelles.

Options (a) and (b) are clearly prefersble and should be pressed
strongly in the discussions.

8. I invite my colleagues to endorse these conclusions. I will
report further when we have had the American reaction.

L.J.C.

Foreign and Commonwealth Office -

L July 1975
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iy ‘_'PRIME MLNISTER. _

b ,‘7)
Bnmsh I_nd:.an Oeean Terntory The Ex—Seychelles Islands -
(OPD 75) 23)/

' Background
In February the Forelgn and Commonwealth Secretary proposed
>(OPD(75) 9)fto approach the Americans about returning to. Seychel_'les three»
islands which are part of the British Indian Ocean Terrltory (BIOT). You» .
i commented (reported in Mr. anht‘s letter of 3rd March to the Fore:.gn and .
; Commonwealth Ofﬁce) that ‘the :Lssues involved should be d15cussed by OPD.
- The Se cretary of State now seeks a.pproval of a list of policy ‘preferences to glve
" to the Ar.nerlca.ns as a basis for further d;scuss:.on at official level, probably
in October, after which another ‘report w1].1' be made to OPD This will le_a_ve
'itune to determme a policy before the Seychelles Conference résurnes in
January 1976 When the future of the three islands is certain to be ra_tsed by the
Seychelles leaders.
2. The, .Choice.” The paper presents two main oPtlons-

(a) To return the islands in exchange for certain undertakmgs by the '
Seychelles - about continued free American use of the satelhte tracking
station; 'denial of the 1sla.11ds to hostile powers, and Brltlsh/A.rnencan
access to them, ) ‘

‘ . (b) * To, retain the 1sla.nds while mak:mg certam u.ndertalungs ourselves =
: a.bout retummg the 1sla.nds when no 1onger needed reserving 011,
mineral and fishing rights 1_:0 the Seychelles; and various forme of
assistance, =~ . ‘ . '
'. Itialso refers to a thzrd poss;ble oPtLon, na.mely
', (c) Leasmg the lsla.nds back to Seychelles.

o34 The Fore:.gn and Com_monwealth Secretary expresses.a clear preference

for the f:Lrst main option, whlch is more likely to be negotlable with Seychelles,

“'and wou.ld be more acceptable to mternatxonal opuuon, e, g. m the Orga.tusatlon
of A:Encan Um.ty. This :Ls understandable. -But the Committee will need to

'consader two other quest:lons also -
-1-
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: I.fwe glve up part of BIOT does th.ls make our hold on what is left

L : (mcludma Dlego Garcla) more or less secure'? ; M:Lght Maur:.tms not

be enc_ouraged, or even compe]led by a2 need not to b_e seen to be
6utdez_1e__»by the .Seychelles, to press fe}: the Chagos A;chipeiago to be
" handed ba&i:fo her? . Or w_oﬁld Maufiﬁus, as éﬂégested m paragraph 32
of the paper, accept our action as an earnest of our intenﬁoxi to hand
back that ardupelago 1.n due course and be ready. to Walt patlently fos
' that to happen'? ) i

If we return the f.hree 1sla.nds, could we .rely on undertalungs by

®)

. Seychelles about demal to Hostile powers? Are there sanct;ons we'

) ‘could apply if Seychelles reneged‘? : =
- It is evident from the paper (paragraph 2.that these are both pomts of concern

_to the Americans, The Defence Secretary attaches importance to the second

. a.fxd;the a e:e, in paragraph 5, refers to Russian interest in footholds in the
Pap! P grapa -
~area),’ . ORI LY a - e . '

. Handling - . .
4, After the Foreign and Commohwealth Secrefary has introdﬁced the paper,

I suggest that you ask the Defence Secretarx to comment, partlcularly on the
nnportance of ensuring the demal of tbe three :leands to hostxle powers. -‘The

views of the Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary might then be sought on how

undertak:.ngs on denial given by Seychelles ‘cou;ld be made t0 StLCl(, and on the
danger of our action stimulating Mauriﬁus to clamour for fh‘e return of the
Chagos Ar'cbipelage._ -
Conclusmn T

5..

The statement of optlons in the paper seems nght
: g . . |
preference between thermn shown in paragraph 7 of the_ paper‘would be logical if

The order of
o the 'Cdmmittee'}cons'id_er that p.rio;fity shb\_ll& be given to what will be most
_aecepﬁble to. Seychelle s a.ndwﬂ_'l be least likeiy te‘ excite criticism in the United

Naﬁ.mis‘ aﬁd the O'rganisa‘cion of African Unity, = If on-the other hand the

Comnuttee are not satisfied that our position in D1ego Garcia and the denial of

“the three :lea.nds ‘to hostile powers w111 be su.ﬂ:'lclently assured if the 1slands

are ha.nded back, it would be 1og1ca1 to promote’ opﬂon (c) above (a) and (b).

2=
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i } Optxon(d) would ip&olvé' our reta;mmg a ineélningléss tﬂeoreﬁcal sovereig'it}'r,a.nd

it seems i-_ighf to-leave it at the bottom of ‘the list in either case, I suggest that

‘you 'gﬁide‘thé'Coiﬁhlittee either to .acce'pt the order in paragraph 7 or to promote

option (c) to top the list, depending 'ﬁpon the balance of the discussion,

Wy

(Jobhn Hunt)

14th July, 1975

-3;
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Office of International Security Operations Bureau, Politico-
Military Affairs, United States Department of State, “Disposition of
the Seychelles Islands of the BIOT”, 31 October 1975
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Disposition of the Seychelles Islands
of the BIOT

- This paper will present- the United States view —
of the various options for disposition of the BIOT °
islands of Farquhar, Aldabra, and DesRoches, when
the Seychelles achieve independence. The Seychelles.

evidently will seek to have their sovereignty over
these islands restored.

Background

2. The UK Order in Council No. 1920 dated 1965,
designated the Chagos Archipelago formerly included
among the Dependencies of Mauritius, and the Farguhar
Islands, the Aldabra Group, and the Islands of Des-
Roches, formerly part of the Colony of Seychelles, as
the islands which formed the British Indian Ocean
Territory. As the Seychelles approach incepandence,
the guestion of the return of the three former
Seychellois island groups has been raised by Seychellies
opposition party leader Rene and in less insistent form
by Prime Minister Mancham who apparently does not feel
strongly that the islands should be returned but who
wants to avoid being outflanked by the opposition on
this issuwe. The British feel certain that the demand
for the return-of these islands will be prassed at the
next Constitutional Conferehce scheduled for January
1976. The date for Seychelles independence is tenta-

. tively set for June 1976. .

2. The former Seychelles Islands now in the BIOT are
described as follows:

Farquhar Atoll - (Islands in the Farguhar Group
other than Farqguhar Atoll remain under Seychelles
sovereignty) ; Farquhar Atoll consists of two main
islands (North and South) and several islets around
a shallow central lagoon. The aggregate land area is

about 2 1/2 square miles. In 1860, & population of I

172 contract laborers was reported, mostly living in

a village at the west end of North Island. The islands

are planted with coconut palms. One of the islets,
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Goellette, has a large sea-bird population. Good
anchorage is available westward of North Island,

except during December to April. The entry to the
lagoon is described as narrow and tortuous.

”DesRoches - an atoll with a land area of 1.87 .
square miles: and a population of 112 contract
laborers (1964). The island rises to 14 feet and

is covered with coconut palms. Excellent anchorage.

) Aldabra - an atoll consisting of four main
islands (West, Middle, South, and Polymnie) which
surround a shallow central lagoon. There are two
small islands within the lagoon (Euphrates and
Coconut) and ‘Humerous islets. Total land area is
6.4 square miles; population was 100 in 1960, but
dropped to 30 in 1967, all living on West Island.
The inhabitants were reported to be contract laborers,
occupied in the preparation of dried fish and turtle,
fish oil, and a little copra. The island is remark-
able for its population of giant tortoises ({(an
endangered species) and abounds in gresn turtles.
There are also wild goats as well as rats whose
presence is reported to be excessive. There are
guano deposits on South Island.

ll- When the BIOT was formed in 1965, the British
Government provided the Seychelles with 6.2 million
pounds as compensation for the loss of sovereignty
over Farquhar, DesRoches, and Aldabra. This funding
was in the form of construction of Mahe Airport.

(In comparison, Mauritius was given 3.0 million
pounds for loss of sovereignty over the Chagos
Archipelago). The US agreed to provide one-half
the total cost of establishing the BIOT, but not
to exceed $14 million.

S. In 1966, the US reached agreement with the
Seychelles for construction of a satellite tracking
station. During his visit to Washington in May 1975,
Mancham stated that the tracking station was-an -
economic benefit but a political liability for the
Seychelles. He indicated that "positive assistance"
would be required as a quid for the station and also
stated that a settlement of the BIOT islands issue
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could minimize problems relating to the tracking

§ta?ion. Seychelles officials have subsequently

Endlca?ed that this agreement must be renegotiated

h following independence, and that a substantial ren-
tal payment would be reguired.

";QfPfeséﬁ{ihsiaééisiéﬁée to the Seychelles con-
sists of ‘five Peace Corps volunteers, approximately
$80,000 a year in PL 480 Title II, and about $10,000

T ”‘“““"gﬁ&%ﬁfin Special Self-Help funds. Mancham stated
in May that these programs were politically helpful,
but not enough for the future.

. Discussion

What miTIhary potential do we now see for
Farquhar, DesRoches and Aldabra?z

In 1967, the US and UX agreed on construction
of joint US/UK airfield in Aldabra. The plans
were dropped for economic and ecological reasons
(the threat to the endangered giant tortoise). In
1962, a2 USAF survay team decided that an airfield
could be built on Farguhar Island, though at
greater cost than on Aldabra. Thus in a technical
sence the islands do have an established military
potential.

Q’However,/considering the economic, political,
and sociological aspects of developing these islands
for military use, there seems to be no likelihood

[ that the un nditions fore-

Seen at least for the next 10-15 vears. The decision
to proceed with the Diego Garcia construction program,
whiich meets all our current and foreseen needs in the

area, makes development of other islands unnscessary.
FurthéfT‘EEE—E§§E§E€EEE7§§EE~Eﬁé Diego Garcia project
has brought an awareness of the political costs of
developing military facilities in the Indian Ccean.

on other islands, as would most of the littoral coun-

tries. The three islands in question also have small.
V// populations, which would have to be displaced in the

full glare of Congressional and public scrutiny.

There are no current US (or UK) plans to use these

_f . islands.

Congress could be expected to oppose a move to build "~ -

1]
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Should the islands be retained in ths B

o ¢ in the BIOT to
deny their use to major powers other than the US and
UK?

~-.o@ Retention of tha isYands in the BIOT would in-
deeé deny them to the Soviets and others. On the °
other hand, if some post—independence.Séychelles
,§EXE£§E§EE_!§IE_tOwdecide,tomallow~the"SovietS“accésS
to Seychelles territory, there are many other islands
i There is no in-
t the Soviets are interested
%n acquiring base rights in the Seychelles, It might

that the Soviets are not gi
chelles group.

Would the return of the BIOT islands to the
Seychellies impel Mauritius fo seek return of the
Chaacs Archipelago?

ls-Return of these islands to the Seychelles might

be taken as a precedent by Mauritius. At the least,
Mauritius might make the case that since the Seychelles
received 6.2 million pounds for islands that were given
back, Mauritius should receive more than the 3 million
pound payment’ for retention of the Chagos Islands in
the BIOT. Whether, and how strongly, Mauritian Prime
Minister Ramgoolam presses this case will depend on

. the political sitnation on the island and the broader
relationship between Mauritius and the UK.

Would éhe offer of fishing, tourism, and mineral

richts on the islands to the Seychelles be an appro-
priate solution? K
I e

L8 Mancham mentioned this alternative during his T
Washington visit in May 1975, indicating that it would
be "better than nothing." There is a precedent, in
that Mauritius retained fishing and minerals (but not
tourism) rights to the Chagos Archipelago. The offer
of comparable rights might satisfy the Seychellois,

while avoiding the disadvantages of removing the islands
from the BIOT.
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I2..The transfer of these rights to the Sevchelles
QEE}d, however. be costly in terms of bossible mili~
tary uses and our unobstructed occupancy of Diego
Garcia.  The islands seem to have little touristic

_pPotential at present, but if.such activities At

?vd elop-we could find curselves as effectively barred

from defense usage.as if the islands had been returned
to the Seychelles. Touristic rights imply the right

——-—to-develop-touristfacilitiesi if there should be a

future defense regquirement, we could conceivably be
faced with Seychellois demands for compensation for
expropriated hotels and lost tourist income. Thus
the granting of touristic rights is incompatible with

‘the view that we should maintain the untrammelled
option of defénse use.

3. The offer of mineral rights is-even more problematic.
In 1969, the US and UK, realizing that any discovery of
petroleum formations in the islands would create unman-—
ageable pressures for exploitation, agreed to ban
exploration or exploitation in the BIOT or its off-shore
areas for fifty years. Since then, three international
0il companies applied for licenses to explore in the
BIOT and were turned down. In the eyes of the Seychellois,
this limitation would diminish the value of the minerals

rights offer -- perhaps to the vanishing point. Until
the year 2019, not even guano can be mined under the
US-UK agreement. 3

“{,If we were to alter the US-UK agreement to allow
minerals exploration and exploitation in the three
Seychellois islands we could expect a clamor from
Mauritius to do the same for the Chagos Archipelago.
(In any case, if oil-bearing formations are found in
off-shore areas north of Mauritius, as seems quite
possible, we could expect strong pressure from both
Mauritius and the Seychelles to permit minerals ex-
ploration in the BIOT).

What effect would return of the islands have on
the overall concept of the BIOT? -

A

IS .The BIOT was conceived of as a territory available
for both US and UK use for defense purposes, unencumbered
by the problems of sovereignty and public pressure that
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h@d proven so troublesome in other overseas loca-

tions. In the event, the original concept has

?egome less relevant than it was in 1965. The UK

is withdrawing its military presence from all areas

_east of Suvez;- and has no-further milifary use for the
BIOT except insofar as the US defense posture is of
concern to the UK. Our own basic needs in the area
are met by Diego Garcia; with our_presence-there- - - -
assured, we would have no further requirement for the
BIOT, which now serves only as a buffer to protect our
'interests in Diego. oOur problems in obtaining

approval for the Diego Garcia project in the Congress

and the sharp publicity it has received, suggest that

the protectise coloration we hoped for in joining with

the British in use of the BIOT was illusory.

lQ-The question now is whether our presence on Diego
Garcia is likely to be more exposed if the BIOT shrinks
to the Chagos Archipelago alone. There are arguments
on both sides of this guestion. A BIOT confined to
the Chagos brings to the fore the status of this group
as a former dependency of Mauritius, to which Mauritius
still maintains economic rights. On the other hand, it
can be argued that US-UK resistance to a strong Sey-
chelles effort to reclaim the three Sgy:chellois Islands
could generate enough adverse publicity and Congressional
antagonism to threaten our interest in Diegoz

bl

What connection is there between our tracking
station at Mahe and the Seychellois Islands of the
BIOT?

g I/ .Mancham has made the point that return of the

- BIOT islands would ease the way for agreement on a

i F quid for the tracking station. It can be assumed that
i Mancham's basic strategy is to get the greatest possible
LE concessions from the US and UK, and that he will want a
1 substantial recompense for the tracking station as well.
A as the return of the islands. Conversely, we might view
By the BIOT islands as offering a bargaining counter for .
N the Mahe station; if Mancham is reasonable on the rent:
ik guestion, we: could be reasonable about returning the
A islands. This stance would be the nore convincing if

i E one of the islands afforded a feasible alternative site
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fqrxthe;tracking station. We must assume, however,
that the costs of relocation and +the inaccessibility
;nd remoteness of the islands would make such a move
lm?ossible éven as a last resort. Even so, we could
valn? out to Mancham that the BIOT: was-designed-to
provide a secure location for necessary facilities,.
and that we would have to be persuaded that Mahe was

a stablel and hospitable place for the tracking station

~before—wé*wouId‘be“WiIIiﬁg to relinguish our rights to
the BIOT islands.

What bearing do the politics of the Indian Ocean
area have on a decision regarding the Seychellois BiOT
islands?

..

l?Mancham is pro-western and affords the best
leadership in sight, from our point of view, for the
Seychelles. It is in our interest to support him, and
to avoid! letting his leftist opponent Rene outflank him
on such issues as return of the BIOT islands or a
"reasonable" guid for the tracking station.

14.1In Mauritius, Ramgoolam maintains close ties with
the UK, and closer ones with India. At least in his
public statements, he sides with India and other
littoral countries in opposing the development of
military facilities on Diego Garcia. He can be counted
on to keep a sharp eye out for Mauritian inteérests and
to keep active the underlying Mauritian claim to the
Chagos Islands.

2s.Sparked by Sri Lanka, an Indian Ocean Zone of
Feace proposal (launched in the UN) has gained con-
siderable support among the littoral countries of the
Indian Ocean, including Zustralia and New Zealand. We
have been opposed to this concept, which embodies the
principle that littoral states can impose regulations
affecting use of an international body of water. Our
Diego Garcia project has been a prime target of criti-
cism from IOPZ advocates and the basic concept of the
BIOT, is contrary to the objectives of the IOPZ program.
The disposition of the three Seychellois BIOT islands,
whichever way the decision goes, will not pass unnoticed
by the littoral countries. If we do not return the is-
‘lands to the Seychelles, the IOPZ advocates may challenge
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our position; if we do return them or give the

Seychel%es eccnomic rights, they may be encouraged

e c§m?§ign for return of the Chagos Islands to
Maur%tlus. Retention of the islands would demonstrate
our intention to maintain a presance in the Indian
Ocean agd to reject the principle that littoral states
can govern an international sea, a stance which would,
of course, not be likely to convince the I0Pz advocates

Tof the COrrectness of our position.

Alternatives:

;h.Thqre seem to be three basic options open to
us: (a); agree with the British on returning the
islands; (b) state our opposition to returning the
islands; (c) state our opposition to returning the
islands, but agree to granting certain economic rights.
None of these gives a clear-cut advantage.

A. . Agree with the British that the islands should
be returnsd to the Seychelles upcn inderendence.

2> This position would reflect our realistic assess-
ment that we have no further defense need for these
islands and that the broader BIOT no longer provides
a buffer for our activities on Diego Garcia. With
British cooperation, return of the islands could be
helpful in obtaining a reasonable quid settlément for
our tracking station at Mahe. The gesture would also
strengthen pro-western Prime Minister Mancham, and
deflate his leftist opposition by eliminating a key
emotional issue.. Additionally, we have said in the
past that we would give back the BIOT if and when we
determined we no longer needed it (jointly and separately).
If we give back the three islands to the Seychelles, we
can point out that we are dealing honestly with all par-
ties, and that when we no longer need an island we will
return it. This gesture might help to defuse the request
from Mauritius. ‘

22 The main disadvantage would be the possibility that
Mauritius might press for return of the Chagos Archi-
pelago. We have asked our Embassy in Port Louis for an
assessment of the likelihood of such a move, and at some
point it might be advisable to ask Ramgoolam what his ,
reaction would be to a return of these islands to the Sey-
chelles. The impact of the return of these islands (or

their retention) on the IOPZ issue is debatable. It is safe to
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say that whichever Way we decide, the reaction of
the littoral Countries jig bound to be unfavorable.

+ Of course, forege
then for future'defense needs --
c e €IS now to be of minimal im-,

: oral countries, Retention of the
islands would, of course, keep open the option of using
S€& purposes at Some future time,

A Aty et .

pPosition on the isl

ands were unyielding.‘_

s ]

C. Oppose return of the islands, but agree to
grant. fishing, touristic, ang mineral rights to the
Seychelles

2B This alternative would seem to offer an appropriate
conciliatory gesture to Mancham, keep the islands under
UK Sovereignty, ang have the blessing of the precedent
already set ip granting to Mauritins various economic
rights to the Chagos Archipeiago.

T
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i

concesgions might nes I8move the islands question
from the Seychej

C les Politica] Scene, leaving the
1ssue as ap irritant j

: t in our relations with the
Seychellois.

Conclusion *
\ =
W_rffiNOQe~Of—thE"aIternatives revieweq here is
likely to

d Iesolve the issue of the Seychelles BIOT
1slands in a fully

satisfactory way.

cure US-UK defense requirements;
(b) " the Seychelles Political scene (and our negotiations
for the tracking Station); (c) the attitude o
Mauriting toward the Chagos

ense purposes
Point that ye should assign a
Option open. While attituges
€ an important bearing on our
Presence in the Indian Ocean, we Seem to be ip 5 "no-win"
i i » Which effectively removes thig
factor as 5 Televant consideration ip making . thig decision.

A.In this instance, a threat to our presence on Diego
could arise from a Mauritian demand f

Chagos Islands, or for
exploration, Mauritips

: three islangg to the Seychelles
or if we offer the Seychelles minerals rights witn no .
Trestrictions op exploration and explo i

Hojus! i itation. Thps our
Priority interést Seems to suggest retaining the islands
in the BT T, but on 1l W8 are par us
ﬁwe\remrf‘“*‘ihi—

them to the Seychelles.
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;other.hand;}we judge that a
PA1gn of thig kind is unlikely,

the alternative
the Seychelles
optimum Solution. i

be willing to Settle for Mminerals
enjoyeg" by Mauritiyg in
i Seychelles

Department of Stat

e
October 31, 1975
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O/US CONSULTATIONS| ON THE INDIAN OCEAN: NOVEMBER 1975
: (;;TQcAL kS }L#Cr/
: !

3]

AGENDA ITEM T
BRIER. NO 4 Futuré of Aldabfa, larquar and Desroches
s Cd
1.° UK NMinisters have| considered this issue since ve le"f met and
our options paper}fwhlcn you will have seen, gets out our agreed order

- of preferences. | : tist TTTT———
| | [« ! j |
] | Fmt, = o ) b
Case for returning the 1slands g i t s
A 05 — i i L. i . ..
2. As we see it{ the argumentc in favour of “the return*bf the=cm— s b

islands, which is%our first preference, are as follows|(some of these
arguments will be!fam.lia¢'t6 you from our discussions in May):i— .

% (a) Tt would virtually assure the peaceful and orderly tran- - e
sition of Seychelles to! independence by next June, a matter' 5y
to which ourfﬂin sters attach much importance. . whatever IHancham '
may say privétely on the issue, he cannot afford to risk being

" outflanked iﬁ puplic: by ltené and the chances are that. the two . ‘

of them willfpreLen?’a united front in pressing for "territorial E L

integrity" at the resumed Constitutional Conference in January.
In that event, & refhoal to return the islands would give rise g .
to a very aw,Ward 51tuat10n and a real risk that Henc, at least, 2
might use itgas a pretext to walk out of the Conference. ) i
(p) It woulh[remove what would otherwise be a constant source v B f
of embarraeuhent in jour reletlon with an 1ndepcndenf Leychelles. .
(c) It mlght actually be counter-productive to Pcop the islanda
agaln st the eypressed w1she" of the Geychelles government who
mlght threaten £o offer facllltles to a hostile power in the
ueychelles ﬁroper e" a means of bringing pressure to bear on

1]
Uggsi3

ins

i LS ST LY

! ey
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us.
(a) It woh#d be difficult tb;defend the reﬁehtiqn of the - .. 3
1e1ands on the off [chance that we might need to use them for
defence purposes al some stage. The fact that the is slands 7
arerpopulatéd means: that there will be no possibility of using
them in thelnear future. After the outcry over the workers
removed from the Ghagos Archipelago, it would be extremely
dlfflcult polltlc&lly to do the same.. thlng in the ex-Beychelles
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1slands. :i '
(e) It might be preuented as a reassurance to Maurltlus that

.1fland when ‘there was no further defence use for the Chagos
|
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rchipelago, it tpo would be handed back.

(£) It might avept the danger of Seychelles and Mauritius
ﬁaking commonfoau;e on the BIOT generally in the OAU (whose
Fummit meeting in July 1976 will be-held in Mauritius) and
in the UN, which lave already voiced support for the return
of the islands. |(President Amin called for the return of
the ex-SeycHeiles islands when he spoke in the plenary debate
at the currenﬁ seﬁs*on oP ‘the ‘W General Assembly and the

. Question may f me} up agaln durlng the Fourth Commlttee s debate

on-small depgnde1t~terr1tor1es).Wkw, _
!

3. The return ofgthe 1slands mlght be traded for worththJe concesq1ons.
An undertaklng by Fn 1ndependent ueychelles to deny theiislands,. and

even Beychelles proper|, to hostlle powers would not be a foolproof
arrangement but 1t£cou1d afford more hope of denial of uevchelles to

the Russians than ﬁf there were no such arrangement. Defined access

to the islands, if }eq ired, By American and British forces would alfo

be a useful concesgio . As‘for the tracking station, we thlnl, as

stated in our'opti%ns aper,‘lt mlght be desirable to pay for it in

I
order to provide greater uecurlty for the facility and also to avoid

© giving Seychelles h ‘P etext ‘for-a grievance. which. could; be exploited

in other ways. But we sée that as a matter for you to! negotiate
dlrect with the f eychelles/Government

Case apainst returnlng the islands ' s f

Ty, We fully reco,nlge that there are important arguments in favour
of retentlon of th 1slands. These! seems to us. to be as follows: -~

(a) 'The islands already serve a passive defence pulpo e since
theyfare denlfd tolhostile powers.
(b) |The! amp’tatlon Of parts of' the BIOT might encourag
Hsurltlus, s pportedlby the OAU and the Afro-Asiar magorlty
in the UN, tq press |[for the return.of the Chagos Archlpelago.
S0 far, whll% the Maurltlus Government has objected publlcly
from time toltlme to ‘the expansion of the facilities' on
Diego Garcla, their |private reaction has been remarkably sub-
dued.. Ramgoolam had every opportunlty to raise the questlon
of the defende facllltles on Diego Garcia and the return .of |

- the Chagos Archlpelago durlng his visit to Tondon in September,

i :
He said notplng on either matter. However, our High Comm1§51oner

1
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'n Port Louis has recently advised that if the ex-Seychelles
ilands were return)

ANNEX 75

d and the Mauritian opposition parties

mounted a strong campalgn for the return of the Chagos Archipelago,

Hamgoolam would be’'

1n a very awkward position. If there were

tq Be an electlpn in 1976,and if he were to conclude that not
%0 press for the return of the Chagos “Archipelago would lose

him the election, He would undoubtedly do so.

however, that there
OAU generally wheth
Wt%ﬁ; the .0AU shmmil

It seems certainm,

will be trouble anyway from Maurltluu d the
er we retaln the islands -or refurn ‘them.

b meetlng taklng place in Port Louls in 1976,

.;Mﬁm_lt_seemsﬁlnev1table.that Naurltlus.Wlll‘be_1n.the~forp front in

y 5
Other posslble solutions

pressing Indlan Ocs
(c). By retalnﬁng 1
of returning tHen &
for restraining Sey
proper to a hoétile
(d4) Although ﬁe mi
islands - right of
required for defeng
mlneral exploratlon

an 1ssues.

he 1slands whlle keeplng open the p0551b111ty o
t some!later date, we have a useful instrument'

chelles from offerlng fa0111t1es on
power.

ght have to make concessions for retalnlng the

reversion if and when the is lands are no longcr
e pdrpo,es and reservation of the behefit of

~'these uould not be' onerous.” -iThe future

of the tracklné 511uat10nlls, as we have said, a aeparate matter

(e) 1t is arguabb

that there isa contlnulnp obllgatlon on. ..

Geychelles to'fespect the agreement setting ‘up the BILOT and they

received generqus (ompensatlon for loss of sovereignty.

troubleis thaﬁ'it

The'

is- allltoo easy to.win- sympathy for the clalm .

that we took a@van1age‘of the "colonial"‘status’ of beychelles ‘in

the 1960 8.

.

S

i

i 5
O
i

in

‘We-do not iregard leaqlng the islands back.to.teychelles as a

eychelleg RERL

" We would
would be ‘a gonstant
P I|

6. Another p0591b

»utarter.

source of frlctlon.

i a5 %

Lllty, whlch ‘has recently been: put forward by the

end'up retalnlng soverelgnty w1thout power and JtJ\*

¥ \. ‘T

SPUP Mlnlster forxﬂducatlon, Slnon, is that we should return soverelrnty
over the islands to'Seyche les which would then lease them or make them

available to us thereafterr
but we -are

|
ot sureftham,

We have not fully considered the p0551b111ty
it is .a starter.v It would depend on the . terms

on whlch the 1sland5 would be leased back to us, though some. sort of .
lease, even if we ﬂever,used the islands, might at least ensure denlal

to otbers.

I
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ANNEX 75

7. Bubject ffo the further views which have been sought from the

[Governor of BeycHe

lles, we now very much doubt whether Mancham would

& Prepared to aclcept our retaining the islands in return for such.

~iconcessions as mineral oil, fishing and tourist rights, assistance or

idefence mattﬁrs and generous payment for the tracking statioéh. Unless

|we' agree to. return
'that there is 1il
Conference and se
i

Gonelusion . |

8. As‘stated at the beglnningp our preference remains that of returning
Lhe_island3~£n~e}change—for—a&i or-most—of— the—concessions~set—out—1n
para. 3(a) oﬁ our options paper. We hope you will be able to agree

that this is}now the rlght course to follow.

i

9. On timiég, e should be in a position to say what we are going to T
do by the time of the reésumed bonstltutlonal Conference. Ideally,-
there would ﬁe a vantage in disposing of the issue in advance of the =1

. i
Lonference. | That

independence?wag made conditional upon a decision on the future of the ; B

there would ﬁe P

|
islands. Iﬁlth t decision is to be in favour of returnlng the islands
lesentatlonal advantages in our being seen. to do this = . [T
in response to the’ expre sed wishes of ueychellesxand in particular,

of  Mancham h;m 1f.

11, g N oopy[of Fhe Uu options Eaper together w1th some comments is
iThe paper was received too late to be taken properly
into account when preparlng the above, T

f!

.-]. | ]

‘the islands it seems, aslstated in paragraph 2(5)

ely to be a breakdown at the reformed Constitutional
gvers damage to our relations with Seychelles.

i

{4 ¥

P ;f s

would avoid the risk of subsequent allegatlons thul

- Ug9s13

! Thls is a p01nt which' we could look 1nto ance

% aken.-

i

R A

! £ 8 i
,UK options paper is attached. '
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ANNEX 76

British Embassy, Washington, November 1975, Minutes of Anglo-
US Talks on the Indian Ocean held on 7 November 1975 (Extract)



ANNEX 76

EXTRACT

ANGLO-US TAIKS ON|THE INDIAN OCEAN HZLD ON 7 NOVZM3&R 10" i
STATE IEPARTMENT, [WASHINGTON-DC i el A
it !

'._’Pi‘e ségit
United States.

Mr G S Vest, Diregtor, Politico-Military Affairs Bureau, State Dept

MrJ Noyes, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Néar Easterg,
African and South Asian Affairs, Dept of Defense

Mr G T Churchill, |Director, Office of Internationali Security

i Opefations, State Dept i

i ML P U e ———— e
" Mr—T Thornton, Member, Policy Planning Staff, State Dept

Mr J Crowley, Director, Office of Northern European Affairs,
State Dept . .

Captain C G Tate, |USN, Far East/South Asia Division JCS, j-5
| Dept of Defense :

Captein M F Pasztalaniec, USN, PM/ISO, State Dept

Commander W Smith, USN, INR/PUT, Dept of Defense

Lieutenant Commander J L Combemale, ACDA, Dept of Defense

Commander J Pattod, USN S/P, Dept of Defense

Mr W Coote, AF/E, |State Department

Mr S Barbour, AF/E, State Dept

United Kingdom
Mr J A Thomson, Agsistant Under-Secretary, FCO

Air Vice Marshall |J Gingell, ACDS (Pol), MOD
Mr X B A Scott, HM Embassy, Washington

Mr PL O'Keefe‘, Head of Hong Kong and Indian Ocean Dept, FCO
¥r R L L Facer, Head of DS'11, MOD ;

Mr M:E Pike, HM Embassy, Washington

Mr R L B Cormack, |Assistant Head of Defence Department, FCO
Mr J P Millington, HM Embassy, Washington i

Agenda Item 1 - Soviet Presence in the Indian Ocean
1. Commander Nepier—Smith of the US Navy briefed the two delegations
on Soviet activities in the Indlan Ocean area over the previous

six months. Current indications: were that Soviet ship days might

be levelling off, or even falling, if present trends persisted. But

this was not certain. [A tabulated 1list of Soviet Indian Ocean ship
days, supplied by Commander Smith, is attached.] -,

2., In July, at the time .of the Comoro Islands coup, two Soviet
vessels (& Krivak and a Petya II) had remained close to Coetivy.
TIsland and had subsequently replenished at Chisimaio. This had'
been the first time Soviet ships had operated so far south-in the
Indian Ocean (?apart‘ from transmitting to, or out of, the Indian
Ocean|via the Cape of Good Hope)s It was also the first Soviet
naval visit to Chisimaio since 1971. Moreover, in August three
further Saviet naval units had called at Chisimaio, staying for
almost two weeks. The largest ship in the Becond group was a
'meinim. : ; .

e
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i;-«mu<~4we—might—try>io-help—the~Austra1Lans~inmsomefway.
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extension of CSUE principles to other areas. The American side

said that tQSy had not noticed this expansion of Russian propaganda

efforts, but togk note of the recent Izvestia commentary on 3 October
" by Mr Kudriaveev., Mr Vest agreed that the British side could speak

to the Australisns, ssying that they had raised the subject with the

Americans, Mr Thomson mentioned that the Australian mission in

New York had told us, on instructions from Canberra, that they wished

to put it to us|and the Americans that a less offhand attitude on

our part would make the position of moderates in the Ad-Hoc Committee

rather easisr tq sustain, The US side agreed that while neither the

British nor |the |Americans need. alter their attitude to the Committee,

Agenda Iteﬁ bt Futurebof Aldebra, Farguhar, and Des Roches‘

L8. Mr O'Keeffe|said that each side had now had a chance to look at
the option paeper provided by the other., There were various options
listed in the British paper, but several of them seemed now- to.be
ruled out, One|option was that we should keep the islands but make
them available lo the Seychelles tourist industry. But the American
paper made it clear that this course would make the islands de facto
unavailable for |defence purposes. Mr O'Keeffe hoped that the
American side could agree that it was not a worthwhile option tokeep
the islands and |lease them back to the Seychelles. The opposite
possibility posed by Sinon, the Seychelles Minister of Educstion,

of handing them|back to the Seychelles and then leasing them, was
also ruled out since in fact n@ither Britain nor the United States

had any use .for|the islands. he options were therefore reduced to
two: :

a) we couldfeitrer give them back to the Seychelles in
return for maximum advantages for ourselves; or

b) we could keep the islands in return for concessions to the
Seychelles.

The British ‘preference was for, Option (a). Handing back the islands
to the Seycqellés had a major advantage to the UK in removing one

of the obstqcles to Seychelles independence. But there was sufficient
common ground in the UK and US positions to make this the more desir-
able Option in any case. Recent Parliamentary and Congressional
pressures in the matter of the former contract workers pointed to the
undesirabil%ty of giving hostages to fortune. We were agreed that
there was no real defence need to keep the three islands., Certainly
they had a passive idefence value in that they were at present denied
to any hostile power; but of far more value would be the denial. of
Seychelles Qroper if we could obtain this. In any case we should

try to get &8 much !as possible if we were jointly agreed that

Option (a) was preferable., Unfortunately, the Seychelles
Government had already been led to believe that the US Government

was prepared to offer a rent for the tracking station and it now
looked improbeble that they would accept continuing free use of this

/facility

|
i
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facility. He upderstood, however, that there was some pressure for
a reduction, or| indeed abolition, of the duty free orivileges connec-
ted with the tracking station and retention of these privileges

might be somethling we could ask for as a guid pro quo for the return
of the three islands.

50. He recognisled that the crux of the argument against Option (a)
was the likely Mauritian attitude. Giving back the islands might
well give rise (to pressures within Mauritius for the return of the
Chagos Archipellago, particularly in 1976 when Mauritius was host
to the annual tlonference of the OAU and when there was also the

that the retention of Chagos was not an issue for Sir S Ramgoolam,
the Mauritian Frime Minister: during his_talks on 2L, September with
Mr Ennals, the Minister of State at the Foreign and Commonwealth
Office, he had |beern given every chance to raise the Diego Garcia
issue but had rot done so. Moreover, at his press conference later
the same day, he had said that the British had paid for sovereignty-
over the Chagog Archipelago and now could do what they liked with
it. Mp O'Keeffe added that the British High Commissioner in Port
Louis had adviged that some agitation in Mauritius was probable over
the next year but was containable. This seemed reasonable:
essentially Mauritius had no leverage over Chagos whereas Seychelles
did in the matter of the three islands, in that they were an obstacle
in the preﬁent negotiations for indenendence.

o

51. Essentfally, however, the question was whether returning the
three islands yo Seychelles improved our international posture over
Diego Garcia or not. The British Government believed that handing
back the three|islands would be evidence of our commitment to return
the BIOT islands when we had no further defence use for them, This
had been quliqu announced and any decision to retain the three
islands when no evident defence need existed for them might legiti-
mately cast doubts on the value of our commitments in this regard.
Certainly, it was far better to meet pressures from Mauritius and
elsewhere for the return of Chagos with the argument that we were
proposing to hand back islands for which there was no defence purpose;
and far better todeal with any Mauritien protests in isolation
rather than to give Mauritius and Seychelles an opportunity to make
common cause. . ;

52L Mr Noyes on the American side said he found the arguments for
Option (a;{compelling. But did the British side not consider. that
there was a danger ' of "unravelling" the BIOT by handing the three
ex~Seychelles islands back? Ir we did so, the BIOT would consist

only of ex-Mauritian islandss )

53, Mr O'Kéeffe séid that in his opinion we should play on the fact
that we were giving up something for which we had already paid.
Unfortinately as far as the satellite station was concerned, the pass
had already been sold. .

/5l
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54. The US isidg
in terms  off theg
for him to gell
We could use tH

territory

said that in talks with Mr Mancham he always talked
United States doing everything to make it possible
the idea of the tracking station in the Seychellss.
e giving back of the islands to cut down the rental
Mancham would probably demand' for-the tracking station,

55. Mr Thomson |said that the possibility of "unravelling" the

would beerucial if] it was likely.
opinion in |botl} Washington and London were satisfied on the
question of Diggo Garcia, there was little Mauritius could do
physicallyfto get back the islands.,

However,if doméstic

But the case of the Seychelles

s was different.| We 'would be giving up something for which we had

no use and |we
tip the balancg.

he saw 1little ¢ifficulty.

could say that|{we no longer needed them for defence g
7 we were getting certain defence advantages from the “eychelles.
[

ould probably get a good deal in exchange.

If we were to give the islands back we

urposes,

2“15 woularals

since it was already their policy that there should be no foreign

bases on their}territory.

56. The US [side asked! what we propoéed to say about the rest of the
Chagos Archipelagoiapart from Diego Garcia, if we were to hand' back
the Seychelles|islands on the grounds that we had no defence use for

‘Mr. 0'Keeffe|said that we could retain the idea that they were
a cordon sanitaire|for Diego Garcia.

them,

once the offer

Mr Thomson pointed out that

to return the three islands to the Seychelles had

been made it would|beidifficult to withdraw it even if what the

SeychelleSfoffaredjin-return,was not satisfactorny.

The US side

said that there W@B one advantage in offering the islands back to

" the Seyche}les
station inéthe Seyghelles:

a) because;funis were limited and

'

he US could not nay a high rental for the tracking

b) because'a'hlgh rental would form a precedent which would

around the world.

i
a)l denial of the

three islands to any hostile power;

destroy|negotiations being completed with other countries

57. Mr Tho&son,lig;ed the various advantages which we would wish to
get from the Seychelles in return for the three’islands. They. were:

b) emergenLy access for US and UK forces to the.three islands;

c) éeniai of the Se&chelles broper to nostila forces;

i . s )
d) duty-free priviiegea for the US tracking station;

e) a»middl?\to,10ﬁ rental forrthe tracking station.

Mﬁ O'Keeffé‘s&id‘thefquastion of returning the three ielahds to the
Saychelleslshould'be raised by the Seychelles. We should:not make
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This would
Mr Churchill asked how the British side thought

Option (a) |might be presented to the Congress. Mr Thomson said that

since

be a derensible position for the Seychelles in the OAU,
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own East Africen
acquiesce, !

58, Mr O'Keeffsd
guestion feirly quickly.
to discuss jarrg
Mr Thomson |said
a situation whe
British defence

! the offer ﬁirst
- \Ambassador land

Constitutio

nal-
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. ' As for the attitude of Sir S Ramgoolam, the US
the British High Commissioner at Port Louis and our
Department in London were agreed that he would

pointed out that there was a néed to consider this

ngements for the next constitutional conference.

that it would be difficult for Ministers to defend
re they were forced to say there was no further
‘need to retain the islands if the Seychelles

He was going to the Seychelles on 8 December

not return {the
(inform Sir S R4

Conference-was-breaking-down-because—Britain-would

He asked if the US side thought we should

mgoolam if we decided to return the islands.

Mr Vest
agreed that it |was best that we should do so.

59. Mr Veét asked Mr 6'Keeffe if the subﬂect was’likely to come up
during his{talks in the Seychelles on 8

it undoubtedly |{would c¢ome up.

Seychellois. F
December than f{
publicity duriy
Conference was
reach a decisic

|
60. Mr Vest the

ecember, Mr O'Keeffe said
It would be possible to put off the

ut it would be better to discuss the question in

o allow it to be raised in the full glare of

1g . the Constitutional Conference,- The Constitutional
to take place on 19 January 1976.. We would have. to
n on the three islands before then at the latest,

pkéé the British side for this adalysis of the problem

and undertcok o0 let the British side have a final American view on
the question within thrge weeks, .

Agenda Item
for

asirgh

oo

| i

) 6: |Tour d'Horizon (Singapore facilities, British Plans
and Gan, etc

61, Mr Facer  s&

Lidlﬁhat on the Singapore facilitfes, there was nothing

to add to the British note of 22 October handed to the US Embassy
in London. : On|Gan, there were no developments further to the
Speaking Note which had been handed to the Americans by Mr Millington

on| 14 October. |
were not yet broken.

Pgégre@s_was being made in Oman but the rebel forces
he rebels were still sunported by the PDRY.

On{17 October there had been an air strike against gun emplacements
and other

nilitary targets at Hauf in the PDRY across the Oman border.
According to Oman

for heavy artiller

Government statements this had been in retaliation
y fire in recent weeks.. . here was evidence that

Sam-7 missiles were:being used against the Sultan's air force for the

first time|in the |Dhofar war. In addition,

of| 1

there had been a number

ranien cesualties, mainly due to the inexverience of lranian

officers serving with the Sultan's forces. On Masirah, Mr Facer

sald there|was 1it
about 'future plane
these 'wereidecided.
would not change.

62, The US

tle to add, .No conclusions had yet been reached
. “We would ‘speak mgain with the US side when
In the meantime our public position on Masirsgh

iside said that talks on Singapore facilities were still
going on. Bo far, the position wassatisfactory.

The Americans

understood|that ‘the British side did not think that agreement on
Nuclear Powered Warships (NPW8) should be indluéed in the agreement
: o ! i
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- on facilities.
i that better [arrsg
{ were negotiated.,
" political., !If W
negotiations mig
reflection it wg

63 Mr Vest%said
situation on Gan
US use of Mgsirg
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IMf Thomson' explained that the British side thought
ingements could be obtained if separate agreements
One issue was technical (the NPWs), the other
e 'included -the NFWs in the facilities agreement,
ht drag out indefinitely. Mr Vest agreed that on

8 probably better to sevarate the two issues.

el | H i
that the Americans had no comments to offer on the
as;it]had been explained to them, The guestion of

ih was still being considered and an answer would be
forthcoming, = Ai

r Vice!Marshall Gingell said that! once Salalah had

“—beenclosed, we
economies, |But

there was no time scale for this scenario,
Mauritius, withdrawal terms had been completed

ould be out by March 1976. )

British forces y

6l4. Mr Vestfsaic
the US intentic

would look at Mesirah witha view to effecting

As for
satisfactorily and

that on P3 (maritime reconnaissance) flights, it was

7 to spread the area of operation and to complete
more training for

for additionel gl
flight patterns
not the int?nticn

i
i
i
i
|
|

b
British Embassy
Washington |
November 1975

US pilots. The Americans were at present looking
ternative places to land and for different possible
This ' study wes taking place at the moment.

It was
to increase the number of flights.

|
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ANNEX 77

Record of Conversation between the UK Parliamentary Under
Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs and the
Mauritius High Commissioner, London at the Foreign and
Commonwealth Office on 8 March 1976 at 4 p.m.
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F.: STATE
ITSSTIONE

Mr J R Young.
Mr P A Helean

from his Prime Minister abou
between the Seychelles, the UK and the USA.

=2,

“,Oppogijién'partieg in Mauritius to exploit.
that the Mauritian. Governmént had sold Diego

ment'

| COFIDENTIAL . -

CONVERSATION ‘BETWREN, THR PARLTAMENTARY. UNDER SECRETARY = -
FORFOREIGN AND COMIONWEALTH AFFATRS. AND THE HIGH =~ - . |
POR MARITIUS AT THE FCO ON. 8 MARCH 1976 AT 400 Pi!" -

Mr Ted Rowlands MP' - - HE Sir Teckras Teelock CEHE .

~that’he had received.a cable
t the: forthecoming tripartite talks
_When the British =
. Indian Ocean Territory (BIOT) had been set up,- the arrangements
-had’been settled amicably with the UK. Now that detachment of et
3thejéx;SéYchelles“Islands,from'the'BIOT was under consideration, o -°
“the change in' the nature of .the. BIOT would affect: Mauritian: - &
‘intetrests and his country should, therefore; : ;
the talks. . Mri Rowlands explained that the talks would be. exclu-
sively of ‘concern to the three countries who ‘would be party to
~them; - “the meeting's sole purpose was to confirm, and workiout: A
;thevdetailed;arrangeménts_for,,the.transfer;of the three islands’
.tianuestionv;ndgon which a decision in principle had already bsen> .
_1takenl;jThis‘couldanot impinge on Mavritian- interests.  Sir Leckraz
~Arew attention to the wider issves involved,. .as-
«themy'eg:Law‘of'fhe“Sea and mineral’rights;andﬂthe'fundamental
shift 'in relationships which would be brought about by Britich
-withdrawal of responsibility for a part of the BIOT. lr. Rowlands.

-be. represented. at:.

-as the Mauritians saw. .

‘repeated that 'wider issues would not be under: consideration. at. . -
. these talks.” He repeated that finalising arrangements already. .-
agreed.in principle with the parties directly involved would,hﬁvé»,v.
no effect on the material interests of Mauritius. ' He could. give. .-

:his: categorical: assurance that the talks would not change“in any .’
.shape'qrfformmthe;uﬁdértakings and understandings (eg as regards
ineral rights) reached. with the lauritians’at the time’ of ftheir
independence’’ He was puzzled as to why the‘Mauritian_Government'_ L
:should: think -their interests might be involved; ' and ‘as to the -
ole the Mauritians sought to play at the forthcoming talks.

s+ - Bir Leckraz then produced an’ article by Gemini Hews v
- Bervice headlined "BIOT Break-Up Isolates Diego Garcia'. Morries .. :
about the.future of Diego Garcia provided material for the - .

As a-friendly country, we. should understand the Mauritian-Govern—:. .
v'proplem,*andjallpw them to be.representgd_atjhe talks. o

Their:arguments wers- : |
Garcia for "nothing™.

; / Surelyl_,f’" e
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D¥iis o Mr- Rowlands said he underst ~the. points which the : .
High Commissioner had made. "However, he saw dangers in 'the. -
g"présentatibnalvpolitics",Whichiseemed{to,lielbehind,the Mauritia
proposal.- His' own assessment' was, and’ he would like the Mzuritiang

-to; consi :'it;;that]their'participatiqn“Qouldjonlyfprovbkg;unfair:
;compérisoﬁs]bEtwéen‘the}acfions;ofvthefpartifipant‘Govérnmflts in:
.the arrangements. over the BIOT islands.  Discussion:of the precise.

arrangementsito’ be made with the Seychelles over thé returdi of | .
'DéSIQChes;”AldabravandfFarquhar'would'Onlybopen up_ the-issue of . %
‘theétermsgfbr”the_detachment of Diego’Garcia and be umhelpful to- | -

oth’ HMG and’ the Mauritian. Government. . The, fact remained that .
Dieg redawould ‘be retirned %o Mauritius when we no longer had . -
asdefence need' for it; . we were now returning the ex-Seychelles
islands: since. we-had no: Gefence requirement. for them.. Moreover,
Mag:iti&h{parﬁiéipation_injthe_talks’wouldjcumplicatevwhatvMp.Rowlant
oped.would be a very brief exercise to.achieve the limited end of -
onfirming: the: arrangements with the Seychelles already made at 'the’
Constitutional Conference. He looked.odn the talks rather-as he did
ponithe Bill which he' would have to pilot thirough Parlizment, They:
were both technicalities which had to be completed before the day

fiSeychéllés"indépendence¢v‘TO'intfounEVQQéstions about: the
future of the BIOT and of Diego: Garcia could only impede:. the ; i
process. ' But he would study the High Commissioner's =

‘independerice.

£ 'ffdrellegving,_Sir.Léckfazﬁaéked‘%hatfwe'sﬁéuldfh&vé,f
n.mind ‘@bout this question.. :He. repeated that Diego Garcia
s: always }

X a problem for.the Mauritians but’ they had been’ careful "
not: to make difficulties for HMG. *hey did not wish to prejudice
ur. talks with” the Seychelles, or our friehdehip. - But they needed -
Yo be there 'at the alks, ‘and would Ilike us to ask ‘the"Seychelles i
eadersﬂwhether;they_had'anyvobjeotiodg;,-ﬁ A A e g e R

 OONFIDENTIAL
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GONFIIENTIAL:

'Pé/Mi_Rowlagdé

o @
M iiizs‘hfqrd,. Legal Advisers
- Mr Batstone, Legal Advifs‘er}s' G
 Detencs Department -

S P
ERTRE T
Mr -Ea"éer‘v;'_“ DSH ,j MOD " i

High Gommiésion, Port Louis .

‘Governor, Seychelles

.‘('}hancve:pyi, ’.v’as_hi_”z_'xgt:c}n o
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Letter dated 15 March 1976 from Parliamentary Under Secretary of
State, UK Foreign and Commonwealth Office, to the Mauritius
High Commissioner, London
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h great care ycu“ letter of 5 Varch
conveying: your. Prime Minister's views about the vpossibility’
~of a Mauritian delégation ‘attending the forthcoming talks
‘on the .return to.Seychelles of the islands of .ildabra,
> Farqnha“ and. Desroches. I have also reflected . on- the! 901nts
S you made to me: ox ally when you cal‘ed on 8 harcn.‘

s aee Ag TR eznlalnedeto vou..tﬂe meetlng ne;t ,eek Ulll be ;
of a technlcal nature between British and American officizls’
-and a delegatlon ;rom Seychelles. As stated in the communigue .

R .. 'issued’at the end ‘of the resumed Seychelles Constitutiornal

S = . Conference in’ uanuury,’a copy of which I enclose, its purpose

¥ A is' to concludeihe necessary arrangeﬁen+s for the: transfer of
' the 1e1ands in: questlon. : : N A e ]

AL T T would not, 1n Her Majesty's Cove“:men+'é view,. be‘
T 'gnpronrlate for otker Governmenus 6 be’ revresented. at the .
talks- for the purposes ve have:in mind. It ds ngtiour i
‘interntion to dlSCuuS matters such as mineral =
“of the seas I quite take the point that matters involving t
British Indian Ocean Territory generally are.of interest to 5
‘your Government ané”for this reason I will: ‘be glad to keep vaur -

. Government: fully 1nior"ed of the outcorie of the talks.. I also -
“take this. oﬂnortunlty to repeat my assurances that Her haaest3,s.
Government will stand by the understandings’ reached with: the : :

Mguritian Government' concerning the former Mauritian 1slan @
now forming part of the Britieh Indian Ocean Territory;: aha‘in
: partleular that th ey will be returned to Mauritius- when thay.
are no longer. nesded For defence purposes in' the same way. as’
.the three" eY—oevchelles 1e1ands are now belng returned to
Seychelles. ; :

I hope that: our. talk and- this letuer will not onlv serve
reassure your Government that their interests wiil mot in
any way-be affected by the forthcoming meeting bdbut will-also'~

enable your Government to correct any mlsconcevtlons That
Lmlght arlse.~_; ’

fauritius.
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Heads of Agreement between the Government of the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland,
the Administration of the “British Indian Ocean Territory” and
the Government of Seychelles Concerning the Return of Aldabra,
Desroches and Farquhar to Seychelles to be Executed on
Independence Day, FCO 40/732
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" BRITISH TRDIAN. .~
 OGmN TERRITORY

i L@M it

.18 March 1976
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Telegram No. 43 from the UK Foreign and Commonwealth Office
to the British High Commission, Port Louis, 19 March 1976
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'f'{' ABOUT THE omcof‘s OF THE TAL}\S. THE A! -ERch"é SAID THAT THtY D
 TOLD MAURITIANS THAT THEY. YOULD" ‘ZSTRUPT THEIR A -«ASSADOR o co—v e
e oRD SATE WITH: vou ov \*'HAT suo'u.n FE SAID P e b

: '«ef,-'fenux"c (27)

us TRACr(‘
CIF ASYED,
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