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applied methodology, those documents upon which the Claimants here relied on for their
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list at all.

Events leading up to the creation of BIOT

1. In 1962, the Chago&galega Company Limited acquired the freehold of the greater part
of Diego Garcia, Peros Banhos, the Salomon IslandsAgalega from the Mauritian companies
which owned themIt saw an opportunity for a profitable coconut based enterprise, reversing the
steady economic, and population, decline of the islands.

2. In February 1964, official discussions began in secret and in earnest between US and UK
officials over their defence interests in the Ind@cean The US had no bases between the
Mediterranearand the Philippinesincreasing influence and interest was being shown by the
USSRIn countries bordering the Indian Ocearhe US wished to be able to counter communist
encroachment and to have a facility from whicbaitild deal rapidly with situati@ndeveloping

in the countries around the Indian Ocedtnwanted to develop an island for a communications
facility, anchorage, airfield and other related purpo3éss was seen to be beneficial to UK

foreign and defence interests, especially agvits presence east of Suez was diminishing

Diego Garcia was not the only island discussed but it was an important part of the discussion.

3. This proposal was very sensitive because of the reaction expected from countries hostile
to the UK and US, and frowthers who simply dighot wish to see a US presence in the Indian
Ocean, a hostility expected to be expressed at the United Nations.

4, Mauritius and the Seychelles already enjoyed a considerable degree of local
independence and some local politicianseneared likely to béostile to such a development

The independence of Mauritius was imminent, and the independence of the Seychelles was at
leastanticipated All of this meant that the defence facility could not be provided on an island or
islands wiich might become subject to hostielitical control The islands which might be
required therefore had to be separated from local control and detached from the colonies to
which they were dependencieghat could only be done in consultation and ireegnent with

the Governments of the Seychelles aniafbiritius Whatever the legal position, a variety of
political reasons, including the assuaging of a hostile reaction at the UN and deprivifgSRe

of an argument with which to inflame hostilitieseamt that such consent was necessary.

5. The proposal was agreethe US would provide the defence facilities, to be shared with
the UK; the UK would provide land, and provide fapulation resettlement and any necessary
compensation.

6. AninternalFoe ei gn Of fice (6FO6) minute of 11t h M:
of other risks at the UNThe partial disruptionofaat i ondés territori al i nt
incompatible with the UN CharteAr t i cl e 73 of the Charter, to w
submissims attachegreat weight, required "neselfgoverning territories" to be administered

according to the principle that the interests of the inhabitantspeeagnount They had to be



developed towards sejffovernment with full regard for their culturegitheconomic and social
advancement, arttiey had to be protected from abuseformation about conditions in such
territories had to be transmitted regularly to the 8@¢retaryGeneral.

7. But the FO also said internally that fear of criticism showdprevent the UK pursuing
"perfectly legitimate constitutional arrangementsimpport of genuine def enq

8. On 30th May 1964 a joint US/UK memorandum recorded agreement on the next political
steps towards implementation of the proposah thie aim of minimising adverse reaction at the

UN: a survey of the islands (Chagos Archipelago, Agalega and Aldabra) to determine their

suitability for defence purposes, administrative arrangements for the islands selected and "the
repatriation or resdément of personsurrently living on the islands selectedrhis survey

should be done "to attract the | eadq47).attentio

9. The memorandum reveals a concern that, if the intentions of the US/UK became known,

the plans would be undermined by a campamgunted by the USSR which Afrsian nations

would feel obliged to support, but it was recognised that the third step involving "the t#nsfer
populations no matter how f e'Whigshauld beaindertakery s e n
on the basis that "the populations mstinduced to leave voluntarily rather than forcibly

transferred This may necessitate a readiness to spend more funds and enengygtfitan

normally be expected.” The need for discnetieas emphasised by the fact that the UN

Committee of 24, which dealt withon-selfgoverning territories was considering Mauritius and

the Seychelles for the first time in May 106

10. It was also recommended that if the survey could not be carrieglithout revealing the
true intentions behind it and an announcentleeitefore had to be made as to what was going on,
"the line taken with regard to those persons now living and working in the dependeociés
relate to their exact statu#f in fact they are only contract laborers rather than permanent
residents, they would be evacuated veifipropriate compensation andemployment If, on

the other hand some of the persons now living and working on the islands ccoldsisered
permanent residentie their families have lived there for a number of generations, the political
effects of their removal mighte reduced if some element of choice could be introduced in their
resettlement and compensation.” No reference was made to the possibiidy remaining

there.

11.  For the purposes of the first step, an Arglmerican survey team visited the islands
from mid July to mid August 196 The report of thesurvey was prepared by Mr Robert Newton
of the Colonial Officer (4/12)(D); it is a long reprt but it is important for the reliance placed on
it by the Defendants as showing the official state of knowledge as to the Chagos population
before the creation of the British Indian Ocae r r i t o r.yrhe(repdtldg3drilde? its
purpose as being taletermine the implications for the civilian population of strategic planning,
and especially to assess the problems likely to arise out of the acquisition of the islands of Diego
Garcia and Coetivy for military purpose3.he primary problem was the "mtécability of

providing continued and congenial employment and of evaluating the social and economic
consequences of moving island communitieBhe only other island in which a strategic interest
was said to be likely was Aldabra, (whiatas more notetbr its turtles).



12.  The total population of Diego Garcia in 1964 was reported to comprise 483 people of
whom 172 were Mauritians and 311 Seychelldise population of Peros Banhos was 291 of

whom 30 were SeychelloisThe population of Salomon was 2@Bwhom the vast majority
wereMauritians and the population of Agalega was 371, of whom about 90% were Seychellois
This made a total population including childrerii864, some 80 or so fewer than in 1960,

though the population of Diego Garcia itsedidngone up in that period’here were only 3
peopleunemployed on Diego Garcia and Peros Banhos and a further 7 unemployed on Agalega.

13.  The acquisition of the islands by Chagos Agalega Company Limited in 1962 was

described Mr Paul Mo u lion in Mach $963cas tthe dcapesfor copra production in

the islands was referred:talthough Diego Garcia had been very badly neglected, it was capable

of increasing its output considerably, and labour should be retained at its present level for the

time being A labour force of 80 was adequate Reros Banhos and no increase in labour force

was required for SalomormT he r eport commented that Mr Moul
objectivebut was rather a prospectus designed to raise speculative capital.

14.  Paragraph 24 of the report referred to the difficulty of recruiting labour for Diego Garcia
and to the fact that it was recruited from Mauritaugl the SeychellesAll the Seychellois
labourers and 7 Mauritians were said to be under contfde eport continued

AT here is certainly little trace of the sense of a distinct Diego Garcian community
described by Sir Robe.rSrRobatdt at ti nhdlids btolm&t
characteristics of the island have made the Diego Garciaresadown and hard headed

than the residents intliet her .iThlegnds @ said to be O6more
supplementing their basic rations &mnd t hei
the postscript to his book Sir Robert Scott discussesrtpadt of change and makes a

plea o6for full under s toadiiahjimogdertofenstrentieatall sl and
that Iis wholesome and expansive in the isl

15.  Mr Newton reported that, judging by conversations with th@ager, and with others on
the island, most of the inhabitants of Diego Gaveiuld gladly work elsewhere if given the
opportunity Four fifths of the labour force were said to be Seychellois on short term contracts
He said that there were grounds tmmcluding that the evolution of life on Diego Garcia was
fostered by the easyoing ways of the oldompany rather than by an attachment to the island
itself.

16.  In paragraph 26, Mr Newton dealt with the population mae

"Of the total populationfoDiego Garcia, perhaps 42 men and 38 women with 154
children, might be accepted as lleoccording to themanager 32 men and 29 women
made relatively frequent visits to relatives in Mauritius and perhaps no more than 3 men
and 17 womeincluding a woma of 62 who had never left Diego Garcia, could really be
regarded as having their permanent homes on the isEmproblem of the lleois and

the extent to which they form a distinct community is one of some subtlety and is not
within the grasp of theresent manager of Diego GarciBut it may be accepted as a



basis for further planning that if it becomes necessary to transfer the pdml&ation
there will be no problem resembling, for instance, the Hebridean evictidtesnative
employment on a medomicile under suitableonditions elsewhere should be
acceptable.”

17.  In paragraph 35, Mr Newton said:

"HMG should therefore accept in principle responsibility for facilitatingmgloyment

of the Mauritians and Seychellois on other islandsfanthe resettlement in Mauritius

and the Seychelles of those unwilling or unable to accepinoyment Settlement
schemes would havwee additional advantage of retaining the Diego Garcian labourers as
a community subject to supervision and guidanéery few are whollyignorant of life

in the main islands and the conditions of the Black River area of Mauritius might well be
suitable for dispossessed lleolsvenso, some guidance will be require@ihe cost will

be relatively heavy."

18.  Mr Newton reognised that Mr Moulinie had plans for increasing his labour force
especially on Agalega, albeit that some llois mightddectant to move thereThe report also
dealt with the administrative arrangements on the island and the way in which they had evol
their own way of life and self disciplinedHe considered that the islands were being drawn more
closely into the Seychelles sphere of influeracpull likely to be increased with the advent of
Chagos Agalega Company Limite@here was nothing remdyeresembling life in modern
Mauritius.

19. In paragraph 67, he dealt with compensation for Mauritius.

"HMG should assume responsibility for Mauritians evicted from the islands and likely to
lose their traditional livelihoodThe cost of transfer tother islands and of the

construction of houses should be borne by HMG as part of the disturbance element in
compensation due to til@mpany Otherwise the cost of resettlement in Mauritius
should be metPayments, of this nature however, are obligattomgards privatgersons
rather than to the Government of Mauritius."

20.  In his summary, Mr Newton considered that expenditure had to be directed towards the
resettlement of dispossessed labour unabieaiilling to find work in other islands and

pensios for islanders beyond active worRlthough there should be no obstacle in principle to
thetransfer of labour and there was a plan to increase the labour force in Agalega, resettlement
on Mauritius or the Seychelles was not thodigatly to involve moe than a small residue of the
existing island population.

21.  ltis this report, which on the material before me, appears to have been relied on at the
time of the creation of BIOT, although on maubsequent occasions, Ministers sought further
information as to the numbers and status of lldd Allen said that it was "slanted" so as to
advance defence interests; it did not strike me in thatiwather it seemed to me reasonable for
Ministers to take steps in reliance upon it.



22.  Mr Allen pointed ait, perfectly correctly, that they also had available to them the book

"Limuria" written in 1961 by a former Governor bfauritius, Sir Robert Scott, about ritds

Chagos, which described a "permanent" population o®18¥ this he meant "the islanders”

who had been there for generations, many two or more, some for five or Mowllen

suggested that the Newton Report presented an atgpialsis, neither consistent with earlier
material, of which "Limuria" waGTdsutl athnere x®unp\

23.  Thatis not correctMr Beal produced a careful analysis of the census and other survey
figures for Chagos from 1883 onwarddone contaira separate figure for llaisThe total
population figures though the 1950s for the thséends drop from about 1100 in the early 1950s
to 900by the late 1950s, to 747 in 126This is all consistent with the evidence of economic
decline It is the Scott figure, if any, which is outlnfe. Mr Newt onds overall f
with 483 onDiego Garcia is not significantly out of lind he figures for the islands thereafter
fluctuate: 793 (431 llois), 924 (487 llois), both in 1967, the latter reflecting the last major
recruitment, to 807 (434) in 1968, 691 (422) and 652 (Bb0yo 1969 vsits, 680 (343) in 1970
and 630 (387) in February 197 It is the number of llois, which was neither a readily
defined norascertained category, which gave rise to the greater fluctuation in assesBatent
the Newton report adverts to that problenasdessment and Ministers continued to seek more
refined information Mr Gifford produced in the Bancoult Judicial review (13/301) figures for
births and deaths on the three island groups over similar periods of about 70 years; the
registrations, assumingem to be only of llois whicks not clear, show neither birth rate, nor
population, nor do they relate to the same individialr Diego Garcia it suggests a crude
average o0 births a year, 14 for Peros Banhos and 9 for Salorbis advances mattevery
little.

24, Mr s Talatebés portrayal of |life on Diego Ga
unchallenged for the purposes of these proceedingeasddopted by a number of Chagossians

in their witness statement#t was plain, at the conclusi of her evidence, that her statement

bore no resemblance to anything which she might have said in her own words, by its style,
phraseology or languag@ut the general pictuneas supported by other evidence and | am

content for these proceedings toeguicit as a reasonably accurate picture of life in the 1660s

Chagos, though seen through longing eyes and a misty recollection, engendered by the passage

of time in a fairly wretched life iMauritius.

25.  There was a house for each family with a gardeland around to provide vegetables or

poultry or pigs to add to the variety ofthediet el ded by t he Fishmgmadded y 6 s r &
to its variety Many types of work were available, though mostly in the copra industry;\weesre

also domestic wik for women, construction, administration and fishing or boat building for the

men The small population had a varidwalthy diet, with no unemploymenthe educational

system, on Diego Garcia a missionary school, provided no more than was necgssaly &

lifestyle; values were taughiThey rarely handled casltContract workers had to sign contracts

but never ChagossiangShe waslearly wrong about that.) There was no "mad rush, we all

lived according to our own rhythm", without fear, strdgsyger, poverty omisery.

26.  There was a community life, peculiar to the islands, which had their own food, drink,
games and festivitiedt was a religious, Roman Cathotommunity The work, diet and life



led to few diseases, but every so ofteape would have to go to Mauritius for medical
treatment Theclimate was benignFrom here, they were "forcefully removed"; there was no
elaboration in the statement as to what "forcefully” meamt) violence, to threats, to an
absence of choiceThis vagueness was common and potentially misleading.

27.  In October 1964 a Colonial Office minute(4/38)(ND), to the Secretary of State
recommended that the Chagos Islands be detachedVfeuritius to enable the development of
defence facilities on Dgo Garcia, which was described as "a coconut island whose present
populationunder 500 is largely contract labour from Seychellé&ie Mauritius Prime Minister
had reacted "not unfavourably” to the propodethchment but compensation would clearly be
required The figures reflect the Newton report.

28. InJanuary 1965 the US Embassy wrote to the Foreign Office Permanent Under
Secretarydos Depart ment sdudygroug repot aas that they had o n s e
concluded that it was Diego Gzat which had the most potential for US military requirements,

(4/42). They anticipated starting construction work in 1966 and being operational 8y 196

They asked for the entire Chagos Archipelago tdétached both in the interests of security and

soas to have other sites available for future contingendibgy also asked for other islanibs

be detached from the colonies to which they were dependeridiesForeign Office enquired of

the US Embassy (4/44) as to whetherigteends would need toelcompletely cleared of

population and if so which and when and whether local labour could be used on the proposed
facilities. The reply on 10th February 1965 (4/52) was that there was no reaselndatee

popul ation prior toforadre fiesnlceen ddus pooosmisn g oitrhtea u
Diego Garcia were needefractical problems were raised about the use of local labour for
construction work The Officer administering the Seychelles Government wrote to the Colonial

Of fi ce (UMeQIBD §23/39)nNsaying, the course of a letter dealing with land valuation

and resettlement, that for costing he had assumed that all "locals” would be evacuatid from

islands taken, but he would be delighted to be wrong.

29. Ina memo of 30th Jaary 1965 (4/45)(P), the Secretary of State for the Colonies told
the Foreign Secretary that the islands had "feanyf permanent inhabitants; contract labour
works on them for limited period producing copra” but "substantial compensation payoténts

to dispossessed land owners and islanders and to the Mauritius and Seychelles governments
would be involved Resettlement problenmight arise.” By 25th February, the Foreign Office
was estimating that clearance of the populations from all the Chagas @was not a likely
eventuality A resettlement cost for Diego Garcia, Peros Banhos and Salomon was put at
approximately £350,@D A brief for a meetindbetween the Foreign Secretary and Dean Rusk,
the US Secretary of State, in May 1965,(4/56)(ND), said that it might be pointed out thate

were taking great care to see that the local inhabitants were fully protected" in the context of a
unique opportunity to detach "tisenall and barely inhabited islands for strategic purpostsé
referencestbt he popul ation reflect 3Mr Newtonbés repor

30. By June 1965, Chagos Agelaga Company Limited had become aware of rumours about
defence facilities It was recognised by the Treasuimat, before the Mauritius and Seychelles
Governments werapproached which should be done soon, it was necessary to be clear on the
compensation to be paidhe increasing cost of detachment, including compensation, led the



US to agree to fund part of the cost by wagetoff from payments due to the US forl&as
submarines The total cost of detachment was now estimated to be in the region of £10m.

31.  InJduly 1965 the United Kingdom Government opened negotiations on detachment with
the Council of Ministers in Mauritius and the Execut@euncil in the Seghelles, (12/182)
Negotiations with the Seychelles proceeded on the basis that compensation would include the
costs ofresettling displaced labour and that the use of local labour would be difficult for the
Americans The new civil airport for the Seyelies wouldgenerate significant employment and
other economic benefitsThe Mauritius Government was to be told that the US Government was
insisting on complete constitutional and administrative detachment and that leasing or defence
agreements with Seflgelles or Mauritius weraot possible, (19/76a)Compensation needed for

the consent of the two Governments would include the resettlement costs of ditgtlaced
American use of local labour was unlikellf was intended, according to a telegranmirthe

FCO to the Governor of the Seychelleg19/76e and 4/77), that people from Diego Garcia
should be resettled in the outer islands rather than in Mauritius or the Seychelles #mel that
resettlement of people from the other detached islands wasaweolided As many llois as

possible would be reettled on Agelaga.

32.  High Commissions were briefetl(4/67)(P), that the population of Diego Garcia was
about 500, "almost all contract labouiThe Canadiailigh Commissioner toldt (4/82)(ND),

the Canadian Head of the Commonwealth Division, as part of the information given to some
countries taenlist their help at the UN that the Chagos population was "mostly contract labour
from Mauritius and the Seychelles", meaning that twege not permanentsigents But the
Canadian Government had sought more information which the High Commissioner asked the
Commonwealth Relations Office to provid€he same point was made to the UK Embassy in
the Philippines, (9/1962)The informatiorreflected the Newtoreport.

33. A memo,** (19/68a), from an official in the PIOD of the FO dealing with the
detachment of the Islands sought to respond to points raissabliyer official about its
administrative implicationsThe legal means of detaching Chagos was déti. The High
Commi s s i o0 n e radnsnistwative yask would bei"thelevacuation of the population of
Diego Garcia and their resettlement elsewhefg! important point hatbeen raised about
improving the administration in the islands, which fevenanaged by plantation owners by
methods that are almoshtirely feudal’ The publicity which would be given to the
"compulsory evacuation" of Diego Garcia, which was anticipated to be in théutway, would
generate strong demands for improved auistriation in the dependencies of Mauritius and
Seychelles, which in context meahe islands which were to make up BIOT.

34.  Although this process had been carried out in secret, the UK Government had been aware
that questions might well be asked abibat theUN, by the Committee of 24 and prepared its
answers accordinglyThey dealt with the anticipated status of the islands, their progres#to
government, and if there were no local inhabitants left, what arrangements would be made for
the presst inhabitants The ColonialOffice advised the UK Mission to the UN to say that the
Government's understanding was that "the great majority" of the populatioceveract

labourers on the copra plantations on the islands but that there were a srh&it nfipeople

who had been born there andsme cases their parents had been born therdri@phrase on



which the Claimants put weight, the memo of 28th July 1965(4/84)(ND), continued "The

intention is, however, that none of them shoulddgarded as being permanent inhabitants of

the islands!" The islands were to be evacuated as and when defence interests requnoesa

who remain .. will be regarded as being there otemporary basis and will continue to look

either to Mauritius oto Seychelles as their home territaryrhe memo emphasised that "there

will be no permanent inhabitants those remaining...will have no separate national statu#’

the absence of permanent inhabitantsguestion of their constitutional develment could

arise Details of the arrangements had yet to be setflde: internal Colonial office adviogas
therefore that the facts were to be made to fit or presented as fitting the assumptions upon which
BIOT had been createdut this waseithera final nor consistent position.

35. In September 1965, during the constitutional conference at Lancaster House on the
forthcoming independence of Mauritius, there waseting between the Prime Minister of
Mauritius, Sir Seewoosagur Ramgoolam, and tbledal Secretary at which the detachment of
the Mauritian islands was discusse@ihe Mauritian Ministers present in London agreed to the
detachment of the Chagos Islands in return for 8ta in compensation, other benefits, the
retention of mineral ghts and the return of the islands once they were no longer required for
defence purposes, (4/10Ihis was in addition to the payment of compensation to the
landowners and the costs of resettling otladiescted from the Chagoshe possibility of a Iad
resettlement scheme was touched upon and Mauritius agreed to produce sonByiddasber
1965, the agreement of the Mauritius Government and of its Prime Minister had been confirmed,
(4/98). This was formalized ifrebruary 1966; the money was toused in development
projects which were to be agreed.

36. There was no process of consultation with the islanders and no part of the Mauritian
islands were included within any constituency forMueuritius Legislative Assembly; there was

a Seychelles MRvithin whose constituency the Seychelles islands fell, but all discussions at this
stage were confidential.

37. Ina memo from Mr Greenwood, the Colonial Secretary to the Prime Minister dated 5th
November 1965% (4/109)(P), he summarised thgreementseached with the two colonial
governments, the compensation and resettlement provisions, the political hostility which the new
colony could generate at the UN "in an period of decolonisation”, and the pressure which would
be placed on Mauritius to withdraitgé consent unless the creation of BIOT could be presented as
a "fait accompli" according to a rapid timetable which was then setliowis tobe done before

the UN Fourth Committee started discussing the Indian Ocean islands.

38.  On 8th November 196%he BIOT Order in Council, SI 1965/1920, was malie
detached the islands of the Chagos Archipelago Mamritius, and Aldabra, Farquhar and
Desroches from the Seychelles; it created a new territory, BIO& Governor of the
Seychelles waappointedo be its Commissionent provided for the continuation of Mauritian
law in the islands detached from Mauritius and fordbetinuation of Seychelles law in the
islands detached from Seychelles, subject in each case to any necessary modification.

39. The detachment of the islands was effected under the Colonial Boundaries Act 1890, and
the Constitution of BIOT within the same OrderGouncil was made under the Royal



Prerogatve The Commi ssioner 6s powers effectthevel y ma
Territory onbehalf of the Crown, and also its legislatukée had power to make laws "for the

peace, order and good government" of the territory, wiechbeen created for the purpose of
establishing defence facilities for an "indefinitely longipét according to the UK/US

Agreement Therewere Royal Instructions which prohibited the enactment of certain laws and
regulated aspects of the manner in which enactmentsfiaened.

40. The Colonial Secretary announced the creation of BIOT in a wrttswer to the House

of Commons on 10th November 1965, (4/103, 1B&)referred to the agreements of the two
governments to the detachment, to the intention that the islands would be available for UK and
US defence facilities and to the population of iflands, approximately 1,000 in the Chagos
Archipelago and rather smaller numbers in the othedsrecorded that "appropriate™
compensation would be paid.

41.  On the same day, following discussions with the Colonial Office about how those
populations sbuld be described, the Governor of Mauritiasfeased a press statement, (4/128),
in the form of a more extended answer to the House of Commons than was in fact givéin to it
referred to the £3m for expenditure on development projects to be agreedrbdte&K and
Mauritius Governmentslt said that thgopulation of the Chagos Archipelago consisted "apart
from civil servants and estate managers, of a labour force, together withepeirdants, which

is drawn from Mauritius and Seychelles and emgtbgn the copra plantationsThere were

638 Mauritians on thérchipelago of whom 176 were adult men employed on the plantations.

42.  The draft guidance from the FO and CO to embassies and High Commissions about the
creation of BIOT referred to thereibg "virtually" no permanent inhabitants,(4120)(D) The
disadvantages of there being "virtually” no permanent inhabitants was that that implied that there
were at least some, albeit small in number, who were permanent inhabitants of the Chagos with
all that that might entail in terms of theights under Article 73 of the UN Charter, and the
inhibition which that might place upon their removal to make way for the defence facilities
political hostility which could be fomented with so potent a veeeijp hand was obvioudrart

of the thinking behind the creation of BIG the first place had been to avoid the obligations
towards an indigenous neselfgoverning people which Article 73 imposebh aforeshadowing

of bitter comments which were to beade in 1982 by the llois, the existence of a small

permanent population on the Falklandsich the colonial power might wish to protect and

whose rights it might wish to assert, was seen as a potential point of contrasbtlkishcould

use against thgK. The memo of 9th November 1965(4/118)(P), from the UK Mission to the

UN to the FO said that thedéficulties would not arise if "we could say that there are (repeat
are) no permanent inhabit angreslé&dbthid" Furthee use of
information about the numbers of "permanent” inhabitants was thought to be Udefukeply,

* (4/125)(P) recognised the difficulties and that it could not be asserted that there were no
permanent inhabitants, advantageous though that positiald have beenlt was advised that

all references to "permanent inhabitants" be avoidéds advice underlay the formulations seen

in theguidance for answers to the preffsquestioned, the advice was to say that the

Government had their intergstery much in mind; mangetails had yet to be worked out

Similar advice was given to the Governor of Mauritidsis is internal advice to avoid saying

what wasuntrue, without at the same time saying what the truth was.



43.  This problem about how tdescribe the inhabitants of the Chagos who were born there or
whose parents had also been born there, wittheciaring them to be permanent inhabitants,
continued to tax the FO and the CO, with intermittent requests for more information about them.

44.  On 12th November 1965% (4/130)(ND), Mr Jerrom of the CO had also written to Sir
Hilton Poynton, Permanent Und8ecretary at th€olonial Office, saying that there was one
awkward point which the Secretary of State wished to know alitius: how can we avoid
treating the new territory as a nealtgoverning territory under Chapter Xl of the Charter? The
answer to this question depends ondfatus and treatment to be accorded to the civilian
population who remain in, or go to the Islandsle sadl that in 1964 the understandings that

any population of the islands would be dealt with in such a way that they need not be regarded as
"belongers”, which would beeasonably straight forward if they were settled elsewhere or given
citizenship rights lisewhere and then employed in the Islands uhdermp or ar y r esi dent
permits He now understood however that only one of the islands would be taken and so the
treatment of the civiliapopulation in the other islands would require early considerafitis

was recognised as an awkward problem and, because the inhabkaalitshot be removed from
any of the islands until the islands were required for defence purposes, it would make it very
difficult to avoid having to report on the new territory underiélg 73 of the CharterThe

matter was being discussed against the possibility that an awkwestion would be asked in

the House of Commons about this poiiihe hope was expressed by officials that it would be
possible to avoi@nswering the questiorOne said "I have no doubt that the right answer under
the Charter is that we should [transmit information tolhéed Nations] for the territory is a
nonselfgoverning territory and there is a civilian population even though it is singliractce
however | would advise a policy of "quiet disregartience the recommendation that it would

be advantageous from the UN point of viewptd into effect a general resettlement programme
The question was raised for discussion and advice; the issueWwa ducked if possible.

45. By atelegram dated 12th November 1965, (4/132), the Secretary of State for the Colonies
to the Governor of the Seychelles said thatrésettlement of populations would not be a serious
problem, but that it was essentiaht contingency planning for the evacuation ofgibpulation

from Diego Garcia should begin at oncehe CO could not say, it told the Governor of

Mauritius, that there were no permanantabitants, however advantageous that might have

been, (4/134 anti36). However, because of a receding US interest in Diego Garcdibedime

being, the plans, when prepared, were to remain contingency plans because there was no
immediate need to evacuate anyofi&e most urgent problem was to find a satisfactorgida

for compensatonMr Jerromés memo of 18th Novemdrer mad e
given "very much as a first thought" and that legal advice would have to be taken on the local
status of the persons and the naturargf UN Charter obligatius, (4/116) One of the reasons

why the issue of compensation had to be settled quickly was that Mr Paul Madimie

complaining bitterly about what he saw as an intended forcible expropriation of his property; and
his cooperation would be necessarhé was to be persuaded to take people from Diego Garcia

to work on the Agalega plantations, if they were willing to go there and if th&o\ernment

paid for the cost of housing there (4/138).



46. In an exchange of memos between FO and CO officials tnaki 19th November
1965,** (4/115117)(ND), each continued to adviagainst references to permanent inhabitants;
they could be referred to instead as Mauritians or Seychellois.

47. Mr Jerromdés memo said that hemthehUNpagnhaf it w
view "to put into effect a general resettlempragramme” which could tie up with arrangements

for procuring the use of land on islands belonging to private citiz&hse idea whicloccurs to

me, probably impracticable, is that peogtegresent engaged in copra plantations on the islands

might be given some sort afternative either resettlement in Mauritius or Seychelles, or

continued engagement under contract in the islands with a tempesaignts permit" It would

be necessarny think about their "belonger status” and their rights of representation in the

legislative assembliesf Mauritius and SeychellesSubject to New York views | think that the

best wicket for us to bat on in the United Nations would bethiese peoplare Mauritians and

Seychellois; that they were making a living on the basis of contract @oetigy employment

bythecompani es engaged in exploiting the islands:s
Seychelles when the defence facilities madeseloperations impossible and insofar as they
could continue, they would do so with tempora

48.  This line was approved by Mr Hall in a minute to Mr MacKenzie quoting what Mr

Robert Newton had said following his 1964 survey, nartiedythe people on the islands "could

not be regarded as permanent inhabitants, but were in fact in the category of contract labour
employed by the estate owners or commercial concétasstated that, as a matter of personal

interest, he was anxious to tyfinde st abl i shed c¢ommunHeafdilelso on t he
find any." (4/116) The labour force could be expected to return to their perméoems in

Seychelles and Mauritius in due course.

49. Mr MacKenzie confir med domments"fhese paomerate wi t h
essentially comparable to residents of Basutoland whaffgo work in the Republic of South

Africa or even to those Spaniards who go daily to work in Gibraltar rather than to the permanent
inhabitants of either Gibraltar dn¢ Falklands Islands'(4/117)

50. On 16th December 1965 the UN General Assembly passed, too late, a resolution urging
the UK not to dismember the territory of Mauritius owtolate its territorial integrity and

viewed with deep concern any step byth€to detach islands from Mauritius for the purpose

of establishing a military bas€9/2072).

51. This led Mr MacKenzie of the CO to write a minutg4/142)(ND), to the Cabinet

Office saying, as had been said before, that even if no tihaneone isind was to be cleared

within the next few years, it might still be highly desirable from the UN point of view to put into

effect ageneral resettlement programme; "this would help us maintain the argument that the

present inhabitants are Mauritians and®ejlois; thathey are making a living on the basis of
contractordayjo-d ay empl oyment €é but that they wil/| re
Seychelles".

52.  On 21st December 1965, Mr Gaeten Duval, a lawyer and Mauritian MP who was to
become closelinvolved with representative groups oftidhagossi ans i n t he 197



asked in the Mauritius Legislative Assembly whether the British Government had undertaken to
meetthe full cost of the resettlement of all Mauritians now living in Diego wieesettled in
Mauritius. Mr Forget on behalf of the Premier aktinhister of Finance said"The British
Government has undertaken to meet the full cost of the resettlement of Mauritians at present
living in the Chagos Archipelago”.(4/104).

53. A ForeignOffice minute to the Cabinet Office of 20th December 1968/147)(ND),
stated that there was "an urgent need to take ovéertti®ry and evacuate its permanent
inhabitants, so that it could be made clear that the islands were defence installainosan
newcolony". This minute was but one view of the way to handle a problem which was to
manifest itself on a number of occasions over the inextyears, namely the need to continue
commercial use of the territory until the construction of theraefdacilities began, but on the
other hand the desire for a formal evacuation to be completed as soon as.pdbsibtenute
advised that "The best arrangement wouldooehe formal evacuation of the Company to be
completed as soon as possible andafoew lease to be granted them for as lorgpamed
prudent.” The American Embassy said that they had no need for it at least during 1966 but
nonetheless urged early acquisition of el The PermanentUnd& e cr et ar yos depar
the FO agreed #t an acquisition of title to the land throughout the territory follotwed
leaseback at reasonably short notice would be an appropriate resjtovae also recognised
that it would be difficult to justifyesettlement of the populations before theeze any

definitive plans for the use of the islands for defence purposes.

54.  Thus at the end of 1965 BIOT had been created; there was uncertainty as to when or
indeed whether any of the islands would be requmedefence purposed his uncertainty \&as
damaging to the commercial interests operating the copra plantalibese was a tension

between the need to use the islands commercially until they were required for defence purposes
and the political problems which would arsean international el if there were to be a

permanent population on the islands which had to be resefilegte was no evidence before

that the generality of inhabitants of the islands of the Chagos Archipelago were aware at this
stage of the creation of BIOT or of théans for defence use and their resettlement.

55. ltis also clear that before the creation of BIOT, some of those who are now Claimants
had left the islands and that their departurer@ttiing whatever to do with its creation or the
plans which underiait.

Events leading up to the evacuation of Diego Garcia

56. In January 1966, Mr Paul Moulinie was told by the Governor of Seychelles, the BIOT
Commissioner, that the islands would not be neededdfence purposes in 1966, but that

negotiations forle acquisition of the land interests would be undertaken and concluded during

the year(19/41(a)) The BIOT Administrator, who was also the Deputy Governor of the

Seychelles, was told by the CO that a leaseback gflimtations was envisaged, althourgul

Moul inieds position on t hi sBylebdiarytbeeCOtwas be asc
envisaging negotiations backed up by compulsory purchase powers, but the Administrator
complained to the Commissioner that thecussions which he had hadhkvihe CO were rather



inconclusive, (19/161(a))lt would be necessary to ascertain what labour mighédeired on
other islands, and what grants might be available for that puré®eMoD were to negotiate
the purchase and a specific BI@bmpulsoryPurchase Ordinance was advisddhe relevant
legislation was not in fact enacted until Y96

57.  Meanwhile, the status of the islanders continued to trouble officials from a variety of
angles and a draft Immigration Ordinance began tidgissed CO minute of 6th January

1966,** (4/153(ND), seeking advice, said that they wanted to convert all existing residents into
shortterm, temporary residents by giving them temporary immigration permits, and asked
whether the existing Mauritius and Seychellesiigrationenactments provided the basis for

that It was suggested by one official that something "pretty rudimentary”, was all that was
required withpermits and as few rights with as little formality as possible, would be appropriate,
(4/168) Mr Jerram, in a minute of 3rd February 1966(4/165166)(ND), said that it was
necessary to regularise the position of those who lived on the islands, dealing with their position
astemporary residents, with their "belonger" status and citizenship rights intMawr the
Seychelles He did not know exactly what had beaggreed between the Governments but it was
important to avoid giving the impression that "we are trying to get rid of these petiph&s
recognised that the two parts of the issue wentibegend that the question of their status in
Mauritius would have to be raised with thawritius Government.

58. The CO told the UK Mission to the UN in January 19664/154)(ND), that there was

no alternative to developing the line that the peoplthenslands were Mauritians and

Seychellois, would remain "belongers"” to those countries, that no Article 73 obligations would
be acceptedyut that until it was certain that there were no permanent inhabitants it could not be
said that there were non&he CO indicated itsupporting arguments and the steps to be taken

to strengthen themThey had not risked the assertion yet although Mr Newton thougtit that

was arguable An interim line was set outThe UK Mission continued to express to the CO its
concerns about the status of the islandeis the impact which that could have on the status of
BIOT as a nofseltgoverning territory on which it had to report to the UN,(4/157)(ND) It

thought that some of the present inhabitants would remaithahgresented the main difficulty;

it was difficult to avoidthe conclusion on the present information that BIOT was such a territory
because it seemed to have "a more or less settled popuifedveeyer small* A

contemporaneous marginal note says :'néarious measures were proposed which would help
what was nonetheless sesa reasonable case, on the basis that the UK Government was doing
its best for the few concerned’ hese measures dealt with clarifyitige absence of property

rights in the inhhitants and the availability of full political rights for them in Mauritius and the
Seychelles in one afhich they would enjoy citizenshigMr MacKenzie,* (4/172)(ND),

suggested that it would be best to recognise that defence interesfsavam@unt rdner than

pretend that the interests of the inhabitants were, beguiling though the arguments were in favour
of accepting Article73 obligations But there remained no agreed lindinisters had not
considered the matteiThese exchanges between offisjakith differingresponsibilities, deal

with the way in which the line might be developéthe UK Mission to the UN emphasises what

it saw as the UN Chart@osition and the problems which might be faced there.

59.  On 14th February 1966, the GovernmehMauritius agreed to accept £3m as full and
final settlement for the transfer of the island; it wabeaaused for the Mauritius Development



Programme which was to be agreed in due courbes was "without prejudice to direct
compensatiomno landownersnd to the cost of resettling others affected in the Chagos Islands”
(4/171).

60. It appears from a note prepared in connection with the Vencatessen litigation, (8/1516),
that MV "Mauritius" had arrived in Port Louis on 26ttne 1965 with 53 passengdrom Diego
Garcia, 38 from Peros Banhos and 40 from the Salomibasrived again on 20th February
1966with 63 from Diego Garcia, 20 from Peros Banhos and 25 from Salomon and a further
voyage arrived in August 1966 and again on 24th June

1967.

61. Inorderto assist the development of an agreed line on the status of the inhabitants of the
islands, Mr Jerrom concluded that their staginguld be clarified together with their position as
belongers of Mauritius or the Seychelles, (4/1758)savingram, &ommunication in theame of
superiors but not written by them, was sent by the Colonial Secretary to the BIOT Commissioner
dated 25th February 1966(4/179)(P) It was particularly concerned with the arguments about

the application of Article 3. As a provisional view which had yet to peesented to Ministers,

it was pointed out that the Government could hardly accept that the interests of the inhabitants
should be regardess paramount, but that it had to be expected that such a stance wouldattract
good deal of criticism.

62. It says:

"3. Our primary objective in dealing with the people who are at present in the
Territory must be to deal with them in the way which will best meet our future
administrative and military needs and will at the séime ensure that they are given fair
and just treatmentlf it is decided to take up the position that Article 73 of the Charter
does not apply to the Territory our secondary objective will be to make arrangements
which will put us in as strong a posii@s possible in defending this policy in the United

Nations.
. With these objectives in view we propos
i nhabitantso, instead, to refer to .tthe peo

would be helful if we were soon in the position to say that the existing inhabitants were
being resettled; as you know, however, this is unlikely.

fWe are, however, taking steps to acquire ownership of the land on the islands and
consider that it would be desirabtgther at the same time or even earlier, for the
inhabitants to be given some form of temporary residence permit.

fWe could then more effectively take the line in discussion that these people are
Mauritians and Seychelloithat they are temporarily riedent in BIOT for the purpose of
making a living on the basis of contract or dagl&ay employment with the companies
engaged in exploiting the islands; and that when the new use isfahds makes it
impossible for these operations to continue on tteschle the people concerned will be
resettled in Mauritius or Seychelles.



b. We understand from a recent discussion with Mr Robert Newton that, in his
opinion, the people on the islancsnnot be regarded as permanent inhabitants but are in
fact in the category of contract labour employedthg estate owners or commercial
concerns He said that as a matter of personal interest, he was anxiousddity
established communities on the islands, particularly people who have made their living
by fishing ormarket gardening etde failed to find any The labour force came from
Seychelles and Mauritius and expectedeturn to their permanent homes in due caurse
He added that the estate managers on Diego Garcia Wwanddwelcomed local initiative

on the part of the labour in fishing and market gardening, but the labouhtxtdeeen
content to be entirely dependent on the company for all their means and showed no
interest in tryingo establish themselves as individuals on the islands.

6. Against this background we assume that there would be unlikely to be any undue
difficulty with the inhabitants of BIOT themselves in moving over to a position in which
they all held temporary residence pernaitsthe basis of which their presence in the
Territory would be allowed For this to be a satisfactoagyrangement however, it is

essential that there should be no doubt that the individuals concerned are, and are
accepted as being, belongers of Mauritius or Seychelles

7. Whatever arrangemenase made to establish the status of the people in the BIOT
as belongers of eithéauritius or Seychelles, there will in any case be a need for the
enactment of appropriate immigration legislationthe Territory itself In this regard

we are advisedhat until you make a law under section 11 of the Bl@er of 1965,
labourers working in the new territory will fall under Mauritius or Seychelles law by
virtue ofsection 15(1) of the Order."

63. The Commi ssioner ds vi ews&sentally,de agread giththe on t h
proposals, (4/187); he did not foresee serious problems with resettlement provided that this was

not rushed and grants were available to assist Mr Moulinie in absorbing people from Diego

Garcia on Agalegaln a later savingma of 28th March 1966 (4/196)(P), the Commissioner

added these comments to the Colonial Secretary, sent also to the Governor of Mauritius:

"2. On the subject of the ne®eychellois | speak without firstand knowledge, for,

in the absence of a shipray disposal, | have not yet had an opportunity to visit Chagos

| note that Mr Newton considers that all the +#®&ychellois there may legitimately be

classed as Mauritians and it may be that the Governor of Mauritius will feel able to share
this view. My own impression, based largely, | admit, on hearsay but also on some

written evidence, is that there are in Diego Garcia some people who, by normal
standards, would be cl as dnegparagmazh 260bhesl onger s 6
Report, Mr Newtonputs he number of people who &émight
adults and 154 children, and of these at least 20 adults (and presumably many of the
children) had never |l eft Diego and 6écould
homes on the islandd.



fA3. It seems to me that the problem, if there is one, is created by thé dioet any

rate the more insulated of therhdo not mean by thithat there should be any serious

difficulty about their resettlemenBut, seeing that the object of the eise is to avert

criticism by theUnited Nations, is there not some risk that, if these permanent or semi

per manent residents are now ntayfalatachdveas Obe
our object, since the whole operation may take on the appeacd a sham?"

64. The Commissioner suggested that a possible solution, although one which had its own
disadvantages, would be to resettle all the lloig\galega without waiting for further
developmentsHe thought that the bulk of llois from Diego & could be absorbed by

Moulinie onAgalega without difficulty, (23/59) There was some discussion about whether
Moulinie should be told that the Government would paytfansport and new houses on arrival
for those resettled, a possible incentive toulihie to ceoperate, (23/47 and 69/70Nothing
directly came of it and no such incentive was offered, but this might provide a context in which
such matters were discussed orally with Rdaulinie.

65. The llois continued to trouble the FO and the Mission to the UN, said an FO Briefing
for US/UK talks on BIOT and the UN, (4/182)(P) It was thought preferable not to accept that
Article 73 applied to BIOT, an approach which would be helped if there were no permanent
inhabitants, although the presgoopulation included people who were born on the islaBas

if they were not permanent inhabitants avete instead belongers of Mauritius or of Seychelles
with full civil rights there, Article 73 would be irrelevanDetalil to support this line was
required.

66. No line had yet been decided when, on 18th March 1966, an official within the Defence
Department of the FO, reviewed the line which thewzgd contemplating taking in an internal
minute,* (4/190)(ND), upon which the Claimants placed somahte He recognised the
problemwhich would arise at the UN under Article 73 and with the consequent attentions of the
Committee of 24, if there were a permangopulation whose rights had to be safeguardetke
whole of the defence aims in setting ulB would be jeopardisedAccordingly, thenote

continued; "It is therefore of particular importance that the decision taken by the Colonial Office
should be that there are permanent inhabitants in the BIQTA full examination was

necessary of the mbers of residents, whether they were born there anddrathey had lived
there; then it might be necessary to issue them with documents of temporary residence, whilst
making clear that thewere belongers of Mauritius or the Seychell&his was seens a rather
transparent deviceBut it would be embarrassing to tell tAenericans that the islands which

had been proposed as being suitable for defence purposes were now within the purview of the
Committee oP4.

67. Arespondent to the minute,(4/18)(ND), said that, in effect until the position of the
inhabitants had been established, the line whiclCthevas proposing to take was like cooking
the books before their contents were knowii would be well if in fact there were no permanent
inhabitants, but that if there were some, "we have a certakiagdioned reluctance to tell a
whopping fib, or even a little fib, depending e number of permanent inhabitant3he
information had to be established urgentijhe 18th March 1966 minute cantrbe regarded as
establishing a line; it was a point for debate.



68. In April 1966, the BIOT Commissioner, responding to a CO suggestion that no one knew
themakeup of t he i sl ands Gppeacegta bean inceasingypreponderanget  t h
of Seychellois, said that whilst HMG might find it convenient to regard everyone in BIOT as

Mauritian or Seychellois, he had suggested that there might be a third class at least in Diego

Garcia who could be regarded as belongeBIOfT, (19/197(b)).

69. On3rd May 19665 (4/198)(ND), the CO minuted to the FO its suggestion that the UN
position could be dealt with by removing timabitants earlier than intended so as to present the
Chagos as "empty real estate” or by finding some other Wag Governor bMauritius, to

whom this had been sent, responded that so far as Mauritius was concerned, they had been
regarded without distinction &dauritians who would have to be resettled at the expense of the
UK Government, (4/199)It minuted MoD Lands, at thend of May, (23/67)that as a fallback
against Moulinie not coperating over taking a lease back of the islands, alternative proposals
for economic activity oif€hagos should be sought or early resettlement.

70.  Mr Darwin of the FO in an internal minuté 4th May 1966} (4/202)(ND),
commented on this contemplated position in terms upon vageai the Claimants put
considerable reliancdt evidences the debate.

"This is really all fairly unsatisfactoryWe detach these islandsn itself a matter \Wwich

is criticised We then find, apart rom the transienisp t o 240 o611 oi s6, wh
either to resettle (with how much vigour of persuasion?) or to certify, more or less

fraudulently, adelonging somewhere elsé@ his all seems difficult to @ncile with the
0sacred trustodé of Art 73, hoivfiomthe conveni e
viewpoint ofdefencel t i s one thing to use Oempty rea
in it and to make it empty.

ATo certify the more or less permanidiego Garcians as belongers of Mauritius seems
to strengthen the case of those who criticiseefgaration from Mauritius, or whichever it
was detached from."

71. But even in June 1966, a note in reply from another official suggested that the most
important point still was to establish their numbers tadr transferability, (4/203).

72. A letter from the Commonwealth Office (Mr Donohoe) to the UK Mission to the UN of
12th August 1966 (4/215)(ND), continued the rathanproductive debate.

"6. The crux of our case must be the purely legal one that legally these people are
Mauritians or SeychelloisSo far as | understand it, there will never be citizens of the
British Indian Ocean Territorylt helps us greatly in arguing this that albut about

100 of the present inhabitants are stiertn contract labourbut it is again an untidy
aspect of our case, that as far as can be ascertained about 100 or so were born there
Another untidy feature is that though these inhabitamts gither Mauritians or
Seychellois, neither have at present, whilehey remain in BIOT, an essential right of
citizenship i.e the right to vote in elections in their parent countries.



A 7  Butitis along way from showing that our case is unt@ghowing that it is
untenable, and, as you point out, we are in for trouble in any case on this issue in the
UN. Birth has not conferred more right to remain inBIOT to the 100 or so second
generation inhabitants than several generationsa@fpation might confer on the
inhabitants of a village about to be inundated to build a dam; the scale in fact is
somewhat less than usual Voting rights were absent even before BIOT was created
when its inhabitants were indubitably citizens eitbf  Mauritius or Seychelles and it
will be from their parent Governments, as it always has been for the nexpatriated
inhabitants to seek enfranchisemehRinally, though, it would not be a major
administrative task to resettle 1,000 Maitians or Seychellois back in their parent
countries, there has so far been no practical ne¢d do so and it would not be easy to
do so while we are still coping with the essential preliminaries of setting ap
administration in the Territory

73.  This was a personal view, (4/216), and the line remained to be settled; it was*hoped,
(4/219)(ND), that the issue would not be raised apdsition would not have to be declared, just
yet.

74.  However, this met with a blast from the Permanemtié*Secretary of the FO*
(4/221)(ND), which with the reply from Mr Greenhiltesents the FO in a light which does it no
credit, as the Defendants recognisddhe former commented:

"We must surely be very tough about thiche object of the exerciseas to get some

rocks which will remain ours; therewill be no indigenous populations except seagulls
who have not yet got a Committee (the Status of Women Committee doésover the
rights of Birds). Unfortunately along with the Birds go somevfé@arzans or Men

Fridays whose origins are obscure, and who are lwipgfully wished on to Mauritius

etc. When this has been done | agree we must be very tough and a submission is being
done accordingly.”

75. In a better tone, another official sditht the CO had to get with clarifying the status of
those on the islands as soon as possible, mék@igstatus as llois as justifiable and real as
possible, (4/222).

76. A CO memo to the Minister, Mr Stonehouse, dated 31st August 146&245)(ND),
advised that the UK should stand firm on #@pplication of the UN Charter to BIOTThe

islands had been selected not just for their strategic location but also because they were not
permanently settled, being almost entirely contract labourers:

"4, € though having their permanent homes théaié&e are not certain of the number
of these and opinions as to whether any should be so regarded vary but not more than
about 100 or so are involved."

77.  The Minister in September 1966 approved a BrietligrUN Mission* (4/228)(ND),
prepared by the FO in conjunction with the CO and Mald,it was secret and only prepared as



a contingency document his Brief reflected what had been discussed over the past months
the population was entirely or almoshtirely contract labour with no interest in the islands other
than their jobs but there was a small numbddiggo Garcia who could be regarded as having
their permanent homes there; no immediate need to resettle the population existed but should
military needs arise, evacuation could be done at six months .n&weeuation should not

present any insuperable difficulty; the relevefdnds were wholly owned by the Chagos
Agalega Company Limited"From all accounts, none of the population would havesa

interest instaying in the islands unless employers were to find them jobs timetieis sense

there is no real community and the great majority shbaltdappy with settled occupations
elsewhere." If they were forced to make their position cleaClapter Xl, they should say that
therewere no "peoples” in BIOT and although people might stay for greater or lesser periods that
did not alter their essential character asigratory labour force If pressed they should say that
"genuinely” they did at have precise records of the length of stay of indivithrllies, but if
necessary could find out.

78.  During the second half of 1966, the CO, (which came under the Commonwealth Office in
August), and the BIOT Commissioner discussedattwisition otthe land from Chagos

Agalega Company Limited, the CO sought from MoD proposals for the maintenance of
economic activity oresettlement in the event that Mr Moulinie was unwilling to cooperate

during the period until the islands were required for def@ucposes.

79.  The passenger list for the sailing of the MV "Mauritius" from Diego Garcia to Mauritius
in August 1966 shows that a number of Claimants saitethat voyage, who must subsequently
have returned to Diego Garcia, (4/209ne of them was Mitel Vencatessen, who upon his
returnfrom Mauritius in 1964 had signed a two year contract starting 1st April 1964, (4/02a).

80.  On 30th December 1966, the UK and US Governments exchanged Notes (Cmnd 3231)
concerning the availability of BIOT for defencarposes This was presented to Parliament in
April 1967. It provided that the islands of BIOT should be made available for the defence
needs of botiGovernments, "for an indefinitely long period”, comprising fifty years initially,
followed by a twenty yar period unless notice had been git@terminate it towards the end of
the fifty year period The agreement refers to using workers from Mauritius and the Seychelles
as far apracticable It was for the UK to take what were described as "those asimative
measures that may be necessary to enable anystrrice requirement to be met"”, as the US
might want There was to be consultation with it over the time required for the taking of such
measures provided that in the event of an emergency rewrite"measures to ensure the

welfare of the inhabitants are taken to shisfaction of the Commissioner of the territory”
There are no other provisions which deal with

8l. A supplementary minute of agreement between the kKW Governments dated 30th
December 1966 identified the administrative meastafesred to in the Exchange of Notes,
(4/247) These included terminating or modifying any economic activity and the resettlement of
anyinhabitants The notice given by #nUS of its requirements was expected to be sufficient for
the UK to give the lessee of any of the laaduired by the US that notice which the lease might
require; this could be six month§here had been prior discussion within the FO dhdo



position of the BIOT inhabitants which reiterated that they were for the most part transients but
that their wellbeing could not berejudiced, (4/242).

82.  From midDecember 1966 onwards, discussions were afoot between the CO and the
BIOT administration abow survey of the islands gxamine their military potentialAldabra

had been surveyed, and a survey of Diego Garcia was planned for JolyR&settlement
issueswere discussed with the CO and FO; the anticipated UN concerns could be met by
classifyingall persons present in BIOT as either Mauritian$eychellois, and by issuing travel
documents to that effect which would be endorsed with phraseology which would enable the
populationto be moved on six months notick was pointed out that if theraiwere to clear the
BIOT islands as a whole, they could not be resetitedonstrategic islandsThe BIOT
administrator, Mr Todd, responded in January 1967 to the minute of those discussions by saying
that itwould not be possible to "regularise” thespion of those present in BIOT by July, that
the most which could be done by then would Iser@ey of the population “in order to see
whether the suggestion that there should be no lleois is capable of implementation”,
(19/152a,b,249a).

83. On 8th Fehuary 1967, the Earl of Oxford and Asquith, the Governor of the Seychelles

and the BIOT Commissioner, enacted the BlOrflinance No 1 of 1967 which provided him

with powers to acquire compulsorily on behalf of the Crown, land required for a public purpose
This was defined so as to include the defence purposes of the UK and other foreign governments
with whom the UK had entered into agreement.

84. In March 1967, the Commissioner enacted the BIOT Ordinance No 2 of 1967, which
empowered the acquisitiori land for the same publigurpose by agreement.

85. On 2nd March 1967 the BIOT Commissioner reported to the*G@'250)(R), on the
possibilities of immigration legislation for BIQTThis was aesponse to a savingram of 25th
August 196. The Commisginer said that he had recently had the opportunity of visiting
Chagos angrovided figures showing the approximate population structure in
November/December 186 The tables which he presented are muddledhayt showed a total
population on the islands Peros Banhos, Salomon and Diego Garcia of 793 of which 563 were
llois and 155 Seychelloisl66 of the 345 people on Diego Garcia were llois and only 46
Mauritian, the rest being Seychelloig47 of the 280 on Peros Banhos were linid 150 of the
168on Salomon Of the 563 llois, 327 were children and 236 aduy contrast for the nen

llois, children represented ledgan a quarter of the total.

86. The Commissioner commented that the figures did not represent the results of a close
survey but wee collected from the managers wimight vary in their accuracy and their

definition of "llois". He continued "It was however interesting to note that individuals
guestionednevdrel t any doubt about their statansH,and
6Seychel | oi s6 .oButwkateveedefinigon waglecedlon lleis ibwas apparent

to him that there were a large number of children who appeared to be llois of at least a second
generation.



"4, Although | do not claim a high degreéaccuracy for the figures | have given, it

IS clear that, even allowing for a considerable margieradr they present a very

different picture from that originally envisageWhether, for the purposes of the present
draft legislation (irparticular ¢ause 11) this predominance of llois need cause us much
concern, depends on whether or not the llois can be regarded @l ongi ngé6 t o
| think it is arguable that they can, for although they have been in Chagos for a long time,
they have livedhere onlyon sufferance of owners of the islands and could at any time
have been sent back to Mauritius if no longer wanted in connection widstidte They

have never in the past had any right to reside permanently in Chiagesms therefore
thatthere may be nothingappropriate in the way our law is framed."

87. The Commissioner then suggested that this point would at some stage have to be cleared
with the Mauritius Government to avoid there beamgbarrassment with the Mauritians and the

UN. He suggested that if the maximum numbers of llois to be evacuated in the foreseeable
futurewere the 166 (comprising the 88 workers and 78 children) now living on Diego Garcia,

the bulk of those should be capable of absorptioAgalega if BIOT had reasable notice

Agalega was not part of BIOT but was rather an island of coconut plantations operated by
Moulinie & Co.

88. Itis plain that at this time there was already a draft Immigration Ordinance in existence,
of which clause 11 dealt with the rembweé persondrom the Territory to the place whence they
came or to any other place to which they consented to be removed with the consent of the
Governor of that place.

89. In a note to the Commissionér(4/257)(D), the CO referred to the discussiomsclv it
and other departments had had in London withTikdd, the BIOT Administrator, on the
guestion of the status of the present inhabitants of BI[THe note said that it had been
explained tavir Todd that:

"It has now been decided not to treat Bl@J a norselfgoverning territory for the

purpose of Article 73 (e) of the United Nations Charleis a matter therefore of some
urgency to ensure that the status of all the present inhabitants of BIOT as belongers of
either Mauritius oSeychelles igstablished Although we have always realised that this
would not be possible until the Administrator had been appointed@&ratound his
enormous Parish."

It was recognised that Mr Todd had only recently arrived.

90. The Administrator replied on 1BtMarch 1967, (4/258), saying that it seemed certain that
the question of "belongers” only applied to Chagod he was proposing to carry out a census
on Chagos in April which should provide the necessary details on which to make resettlement
plans.

91. March and April 1967 saw the acquisition of the land interests of Chagos Agalega
Company Limited on behalf of the Crown and the lease béthe islands to that same
company Valuing the islands had been a contentious process both internally for thagersc
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and innegotiations with the vendors; valuation presented unconventional proldians of the
documents suggest that anyone thoughtlethally allembracing language of the conveyances
notwithstanding, that there were any interests or propigttysrof any sort enjoyed bipis.

They featured as a resettlement cost or problem 16th March 1967 the BIOT Commissioner
and Chagos Agalega Company Limiteatered into an agreement whereby the company granted
an option to the Crown to purchase 6 6 0, 000 al | t he istaodewithaly 6 s r i ¢
buildings and other interests belonging to thérhose islands included Diego Garcia, Peros
Banhos and the Salomon Island3n the same day in March 1967 as the BIOT Ordinance No 2
was enacted, hBIOT Commissioner told the CO of its proposals forabguisition of the

various islands within BIOT In brief terms, the negotiations were covered by an answer given
by the Secretary State fdrefence, Mr D Healey, in the House of Commons on 17thl Ap@7,
(4/269).

92. The islands were conveyed from Chagos Agalega Company Limited to the BIOT
Commissioner on behalf of the Crown on 3rd April Z9&or thepurposes of the conveyance

the extent of the ownership within the islands of Chagos Agalega &uontpmited was

certified by theConservator of Mortgagedt described the three "etablissements” on Diego

Garcia owned by the company hes e wer e " P oMim &and Pothte MdriénBeS t , Mi n
This is confirmed by the Domain Book (23/92)he coneyance also covered Agalega although

it was not part oBIOT.

93. There is a certificate of freehold title from the Books of the Conservator of Mortgages of
Mauritius dated 22nd July 1966, (4/208a), showiigos Agalega Company Limited as

owners of thre groups of properties on Diego Garcia, the islands of Perhos Banhos, the Salomon
andother islands including Agalega, together with buildings, boats, animals, trees and more
besides and everything else as befits a real progedyment It appears to ba summary of the
conveyancing document in French of 26th May 1962 whereby that company purchased its
interests in the islands.

94. A note from the Attorneyseneral of the Seychelles dated March 1967, (19/249b), refers

to the fact that the company did ragipear to owsix acres on and some small islands at the

entrance to the bay of Diego Garcia which had been excluded from the 1962 sale because they
belonged to the Government of Mauritius was thought that these properties had become

vested in the Geernment of BIOT when it waseated The nat ure of the comp:
based on concessions made by the Crown in perpetuity, which was in practical feshelal.

95. On 6th May 1967 (23/140), the procedures for the attribution of the purchesevere
completed, the provisional scheme having bedrertised for 2 weeks on the verandah of the
Registry Supreme Court in Victoria, Mahe, SeychellEkis was the means whereby those who
wished to assert a property interest, overreached into thegsarprice, were able to claim a
proportion of that moneyNone did and itvent to Chagos Agalega Company Limited.

96. On 15th April 1967 the Commissioner on behalf of the Crown leased back to Chagos
Agalega Company Limited most of the islands of BI@itJuding Diego Garcia, Peros Banhos

and Salomon IslandsThis lease covered the whole of the islands to which it related, with the
exceptionof the meteorological station on Diego Garcia, and did not just extend to those parts of



the islands owned formgrby Chagos Agaleg@ompany Limited The lease was to last for an
unspecified period terminable by six calendar months notice in writing from either party,
yielding a rent of 80% of the net income before taxation derived from the isl@hdsslands
were to be cultivated beneficially in accordamaéh the principles of good husbandry.

97. Mr Todd, the BIOT Administrator, visited the islands of Diego Garcia, Peros Banhos and
Salomon in the early part of May 1B6He prepared eeport on the conditionfahe islands?
(4/284)(P) On Diego Garcia he said that the plantation was generally in poor condition but that
thelabour force had been increased and a clearance programme had started; the plantation
buildings were basically sound but in several casgsired extensive maintenandeabour

relations appeared generally good; there were 15 quarters in the camp made from permanent
materials and in good conditiofRations were supplied and there was a well stocked shop with
prices appreciably less than the SeychellesThe basic wage was Rs 25 per month for men

and Rs 10 for womenHe said: "The male labour force consists of 16 artisans, 15 boys and 180
labourers, 7 women are employed as domestic servants and 5 in the laoshiti@che Most of

the other 87 women on the island are employed for one task per day on the plantation.”

98. He referred to a medical dresser and midwife at thbetRhospital The manager 0s \
assisted in the hospitalhe school was staffed tyh e managendst teugdhteess ead
daughter Communications and the function of the Peace Officer were descritedCivil

Statusrecords were said to be untidily kept but there was no indication that they were

incomplete The popul ation was cfigereskre drrarfigeneems werle e ma n a
made to enable full details to be collected on a subsequent@iditions on the other islands

visited weredescribed in a similar format and essentially with similar conclusi@msSalomon

a new detachment of labour hagtently arrived from th&eychelles.

99. In his conclusions, Mr Todd said that the islands had been neglected for the past 18
months due to uncertainty as to their future but thaherbasis of the present lease the company
was increasing the labourrte, and rerganising the management to increase the number of
coconuts collected and their yield in areas at present neglddtedaid that the company at
present was experiencing no difficultyrecruiting especially from the Seychelldde producd

a table showing the number of workers and families taken by the MV "Mauritiughand

number returning during the present tolthese showed that of the llois (by their own definition
and including those who had speetveral contract periods on th&argds), 24 men, 20 women

and 50 children had arrived and 43 men, 39 women and 74 children had departed.

106 Seychellois men had arrived but with a much smaller number of women and children and
only 3 had departedThe number of Mauritianarriving and degarting was very low In total

291 had arrived and 164 had departeid recognised that the use of the MV "Mauritius" which
had been run jointly by Rogers & Company, and the Mauritian Government, the former being
one third shareholders in Chagos Agal€ganpany Limited, and the latter having responsibility
for the islands, might no longer be possible with the change in ownershipsgahsibility and

that other arrangements for communication by sea would have to be maladministrative
services run pthemanagers for the Government (as to legal and civil status) were generally
satisfactory.



100. The Administratorodos figures also showed th
MV "Mauritius". On Diego Garcia there were 166 110827 Seychetlis and 10 MauritiansOf

the llois 35 were men, 38 women and 93 childrBg contrast, the Seychellois comprised 172

men, only53 women and 102 childrerOn Peros Banhos there were 181 llois of whom 36 were
men, 41 women and 104 childtefihere were @ Seychellois, more than half of whom were

men and there were only 6 womeh40 llois were present on Salomon, 29 of whom were men,
34women and 77 children; there were only 28 Seychellois and Mauritians there altogyether

total therefore 487 of the @2%opulation of th&€€hagos were llois, 100 were men, 113 women

and 274 childrenChildren were defined as those up to and including 12 year olds; llois were
classified on the basis of their own assessment and included Mauritians who had worked on the
islands for long periods and wisheddontinue doing soWith some overlaps and imprecision, |

see this as showing 100 or so llois families on Diego Garcia.

101. The documents before me contained drafts of answers to Parliamentary questions about
the statusf BIOT and its population, ("almostnt i r el y t emporary €& mainl
their dependants from Mauritius and the Seychelles(3/278)(D).

102. Itis convenient here to interject a little of the evidence given to me by Marcel Moulinie
abou events up to this point, as he understtiwin It was in January 1966 that Marcel

Moulinie told the people on Diego Garcia that BIOT had been created, that the Americans would
puta base there and that they might be asked to leave; if there was grgnsation they would

get it, but he never promised anythingis uncle had been told that, he said, by Lord Oxford

His uncle and Mr Todd spoke to the islanders in May 1967 and compensation pasbaplsd

up again; however, none spoke of the BritisBovernment paying compensation.

103. In his Judicial Review statement for the Bancoult case, Mr Moulinie spoke of a meeting
that had taken place before the May 1967 meetitign the llois were addressed and were told

they would have to leave, but thatngoensation would be paidit the earlier meeting, he said

that he remembered the shock of the announcement he made to 400 or 500 llois in the presence
of Mr Mein. He was told by his uncle of tiMay 1967 meeting where both Mr Todd and his

uncle had toldhe llois that there would be compensation.

104. They had been shocked to learn that the British Indian Ocean Territory had been created
and that the islands had been given toAhericans for military purposes and that they would
eventually have to leav He had advised them to stay as long as possiblecdhgiensation

would be paid unless they left voluntarily, and he said that because he truly believed the British
Government was going to makeoper arrangements for them to be housed and empldyed

said that the islanders were very sad.

105. Orally, he said that in mid967, which was shortly after the last major intake of labour,
he went to Mauritius with his uncle; Mr Todd aRdul Moulinie went to a working lunch with

the Governar His uncletold him that he had suggested to Sir John Rennie and Mr Todd and
othersthat either Crown land or housing compensation should be provided and a trust fund for
the islanders should be set up, but had said thae#wtion had been rather negative accaydin

to his uncle There was discussion about Agalega and resettlement on other.idtds
explained in his witness statement that his uncle and he had many discussions with Mr Todd



about resettling the islanders over the next years, but that nobody e forward from the

Government with a sensible solution; this put a blight on the islafisre was no clarity tthe
Government 6s intentions and. Heconplaiewiea S t o engq
statement, which was prepared for him in 19#tut the lack of communication between the

BIOT Administration and the company about its intentions and its failure to exploit the islands
properly The advice given by the company to the Administration that proper compensation

should be paid and that tHeit should begroperly looked after was not takemhey had never

received any compensation other than small amounts given by the company.

106. Returning to the documents, on 29th June 1967 Chagos Agalega Company Limited gave
six months notice to the BIT Commissioneterminating its lease of the Chagos Islands; it

referred to its Mauritian partners experiencing certain technical difficulties, (4/Z88)e

difficulties related to the tax which Mauritius contemplated levying following the paymerg to th
company of the purchase monies by the Gévernment.

107. Sir Hugh NormanWalker, who was by now the BIOT Commissioner and Governor of
the Seychelles, wrote to the CO explaining that the wh#ficulty in running the islands at a

profit was the provisin of transport with the "Mauritius" unlikely to continue, now that the
Mauritius Government had no interest in subsidising its sailings as a means of communication
between Mauritius and the islands the absence ahipping, Mr Moulinie would lose intest

in the lease and rone else would be able to solve the transportation difficulties either
decisionon a vessel for BIOT would be necessary soon so that the plantations would not be
closed in the relatively near future, 4/336).

108. On 10th July1967, the CO prepared a background note on BIOT which repeated some of
the points which had been made in other docun®résthe preceding few yearasamely, that

the present population of the islands was believed to be entirely or almost entirely edmpos
contract labour, employed by the present lessees and living in housing provided by their
employers, that they had no interest in the islaritler than in their jobs, for which they had

short term contracts, that the pull of the islands had beely szdeeconomic one of finding

work there It was followed by an interesting analysis of the origins of the population and its
administration* (4/331)(D) The migratorynature of the inhabitants was given as the reason

why no details of the BIOT populan had been given in reply by the CO to a UN housing
guestionnaire, (4/341)(ND).

109. The July 1967 report to the CO from the BIOT Commissioner referred to the keen
interest which there had been to join the islatmurforce, which now exceeded thesls e e 6 s
requirements, because it was thought that they would either have first chance of emptoyment
a defence project, or alternatively of compensation should their contracts be terminatzsl

said that there was no indication that tiheation of BOT was resented by the llois or that their
co-operation in any resettlement scheme would be difficult to abtagteed, thereation of

BIOT had had little effect in the islands themselves.

110. In August 1967, (23/147), the MoD wrote to Mr Aust, aaleadvisor in the CO, saying
they understood there to be virtually no indigenpoulation which could call for
independence, although a survey would be carried out; the concept of establishing BIOT "was, to



a largeextent, influenced by that factMr Aust responded that "small, seemingly insignificant
islands have a nasty habit nowadays of assettimignselves”; although there was no substantial
indigenous population at present, they had to look to the future, (23/0#49)5th August

1967, (23/153) daling with whether title should be vested in MoD, a PIOD official wrote that so
long as the Commissioner fully protected timhabitants” interests until they were cleared for
defence use, who had title did not matter much.

111. In September 1967, concewas further expressed by the CO to the Defence Department

of the Foreign Office about the implications of tiwtice of termination of the lease of the

Chagos Islands and Farquhar by Chagos Agalega Company Lirtireghorted on the problem
created fothe profitability of the islands by the provision of suitable transport, but another issue
was the question of what the Americanght decide to do in Diego Garcia and what effect that
would have on the copra plantationthe CO was concerned about gessibleresulting

unemployment if the islands were abandoned, as some 100 Mauritian labourers and their families
would have be repatriated and 288ychellois would be sent to the SeychellBgfence Lands

would lose the income which it expected from témst on the plantationsThe letter,*

(4/344)(ND), continued:

"While of course these developments had already been envisaged if Diego Garcia should
be required for defence purposes, we hadbaogained for these difficulties occurring as
aresultofhe | esseeds uncertainty as to the futu

The letter sought information to try and reduce the uncertainty.

112. On 18th September 1967, (4/346), the CO wrote to the Officer Administering the
Government of Mauritius referring to the proposexnigrationOrdinance for BIOT,; it set out

the population structure in Chagos as at Noverilmrember 1966 which appears to be drawn
from the March 1967 figures sent by the BIOT Commissioner to the CO, which are different in a
number of respects from those reportegthe Administrator after his visit to the islands in

May 196/. It was said that those figures did not represent a close or accurate suindgeds

the March 1967 letter saidBut it did say that it was apparent that there were a large number of
children who appeared to be lloisatfleast the second generation and the question was whether
or not the "secalled llois" can be regarded as belonging to Mauritilise Commissioner felt

that it was arguable that they could be so considered for "althbaghhave been in Chagos for

a long time, they havieved there only on sufferance of the owners, and could have been sent
back to Mauritius if no longer wanted in connection with the estathey have never in the past
had any right to reside permanigrin Chagos and it would appear that there may be nothing in
appropriate ithe way the law is framed'This note draws significantly on the letters and notes
previously exchangedNonetheless, the views of tkdficer Administering the Government of
Mauritius were sought in relation to the proposed Immigration Ordinahbe views were

sought orthe assumption that reasonable notice would enable the bulk of the workers on Diego
Garcia to be absorbed in Agalega, to which it waghmight the Mauritiu§&overnment would

have any objection.

113. However, that Officer replied, (4/348), on 29th September 1967 to the CO saying that the
basic question of whether llois could be regaraded/auritians was a legal question to which he



could give no answer, and respect of which legal advice should be takele said that he

himself was not sure about the validity of the argument that the llois had lived in Chagos only on
sufferance, since the question was whethey "belonged" in the national sense, rathenthad

rights of residence on private propertjhis thought was the precursor of some ofdtguments

which the Claimants were to raise before me.

114. The BIOT Commissioner, on 2nd October 1967, wrote to the CO with reference to Mr
Toddos fivedgfrom EssvisitdneMay which heonsidered were "pretty complete”,
although further details were being sought, (4/3%d)hough the details might be relevant, the
Commissioner expressed the rather cynical view, as he described it, that the detdildovo
nothing to stifle criticism from those who wdrestile to the existence of BIOT and the defence
proposal and, in any event, the position could very readily be misrepresented byHisaid:

"It is true to say that all those on Chagos (withekeeption of the Mauritian Meteorological
Station staff) are contract labour on contradt8om one to two years and their dependaiist
how often and over what period and over how many generations you have taosegts
before becoming a belongis not something about which argument would produce any great
profit. Nevertheless, we agreewghou t hat we mug& And$oafuehertvisite f act s
by Mr Todd to Chagos was envisagddis population figure, not separately identifying llois,
was supplied to the UKission to the UN; it was not known how many would have to be
removed if coconut production ceased, as the population fluctttafé4863)(ND).

115. At about the same time, discussions were under way between the BIOT Commissioner,
the CO and Mr Paul Moulinie about the continumgakration of the estates following the giving

of notice to terminate the lease, which was to expire at the end of H#bhad formed a new
company, Moulinie & Company, which would manage Agalega on beh@hafos Agalega
Company Limited, but which was not prepareddie the lease of Chagos but would probably

be prepared to manage the BIOT islands on behalf of BIOT if a suitable agreement could be
made The two reasons why he was not prepared to contirthetlne lease were the transport
difficulties and the cost of repairs lbwildings and equipmentf these repairs were to be made
under the present lease, they would be uneconomic for the company "shdeltséhbe

terminated in the near futureThis was obviously the risk associated with a lease which, albeit
for an indefinite period, wasonet hel ess terminabl e by the | ess
a necessity given the uncertainty over the timing and extent cAmeyican defence

requiremets.

116. The Commissioner pointed out to the CO that to abandon the islands would be to throw
people out of work at a difficult time and would bevaste of an economic asséto run the

islands on a management basis might be less satisfactory, bt @tméin hand might turn out to

be the only available solution and Mr Moul i ni
sought He was said to be arranging for one masgage of the "Mauritius" in 1967, but would

not be recruiting additional labour froMauritius Much of the Mauritian labour on the island
wassaid to be due to return to Mauritius reducing the need for a regular shipping via an
expensive vessel with Mauritius, but on the other haratamative shipping connection

between the SeycHes and Chagos would have to be establistéel needed to know whether
the"Nordvaer" would be available because it was the only vessel capable of meeting the Chagos
requirement, (4/350).



117. Thereatfter, in October and on until December, discussiorigiaed between the BIOT
administration and Mr Paul Moulinie as to the teupsn which he might be prepared to take

over the management of the plantations on behalf of the Crown under a management agreement
In November 1967, Mr Moulinie, on behalf of Minie & Co (Seychelles) Limited, which was

based in the Seychelles, said that it was preparaccept a management agreement for a trial
period of six months at 8% commission, based on the gross value of the privtiudeulinie

did not think that the &sis upon which the Administration wanted the plantations run was in
accord with his ideas of good husbandry, (4/362).

118. On 21st December 1967, (4/365), the BIOT Administrator wrote to the CO about the
negotiations with Mr Moulinie He said that theew arrangements would involve the
Administration more closely in the running the islands than it had wisBEAT was to meet
expenditure irelation to staff, to set maximum numbers of labourers which were not to be
exceeded without permission, and ngsas were to behartered without the agreement of the
Administration The company in return was to receive 8% of the gross. sélesy were to set
thewages for the labourerd’he new management agreement was to run from 1st January 1968,
even thouglat that stage it had not beprepared let alone signed; until that time Mr Moulinie

said that he was prepared to continueoperating.

119. Indeed, no management agreement was ever signed, although it was prepared and the
management of the islands apggem fact to havéeen undertaken in accordance with its
provisions.

120. Uncertainty, however, over the timing and extent of the American interest in Diego
Garcia continued and that uncertainty was reflectedamotice periods in the management
agreenent and would necessarily affect the application of the principles of good husbasdry
theindependence of Mauritius drew near, specific questions needed to be dealt with about who
would be a Mauritian citizen or a citizen of the @Kd Colonies, or lib, on independencdn
November 1967, an internal FO minute advised that there would be three catetmseswho
would remain solely citizens of the UK and Colonies which would normally be someone who
was born in BIOT and whose father was also lbheme, but whose other parents and
grandparents were born in Mauritius; those who would be of dual nationality, most commonly
those bornn BIOT whose fathers were born in Mauritius; and those who would become citizens
of Mauritius and cease to be citizesfeshe UK andColonies, who would normally be those who
were born in Mauritius like their fathers and grandfathers before them, but who had lived in
BIOT for many years, (4/360).

121. A set of internal minutes recording a debate within the FCO concecitingnship in

March 1968 includes a note from a legal advigei370) It advised that the effect of the
Mauritius Constitution as proposed would be to give automatic citizenship of Mauritius on
independence to persons in the Mauritius section of BIX2€p for people born there whose
fathers were born in the Seychelles or 8aychelles section of BIOTBut automatic Mauritius
citizenship would not deprive them of their citizenship of the UK and Colonies and their
entitlement to British passports, tigh that would not give them a right of entry to the. UKe
matter now came up for discussion becatibad recently been proposed by Mauritius Ministers



that the relevant constitutional provision should be changed so that those borWautitais

section of BIOT would only acquire Mauritian citizenship if their fathers or paternal grandfathers
were born in Mauritius However,the FCO foresaw that the evacuation of the islands would
involve the population having somewhere else to go, and that theg Wave naight of entry

to Mauritius unless they became Mauritian citize@herwise, they could be in the same

position as the KenyAsians Accordingly, there was a concern about those who might retain
citizenship of the UK and Colonies, but momgpiortantly that there weisme who might only

have citizenship of the UK and ColonieBhis memo was commented on by others, (5/374).

122. On 8th March 1968, Miss Terry of the FO, to whom the minute had been addressed
amongst others, said that the auddincitizenship whictthose on BIOT would obtain upon
Mauritiusd independence would enable them to
evacuatiorof islands, the position of which the Mauritius Government was aware.

123. Another official bok the line that it had been arranged that those born in the Mauritius
section of BIOT would be Mauritius citizeasitomatically with no retained UK and Colonies
citizenship, so that if evacuated they could all go to Mauritiist another commented that

person who automatically became a Mauritius citizen on its independence would cease to be a
citizen of the UK and Colonies except for tha@s¢egories specifically set out in the Mauritius
Independence Act which included those born in BIQhat official added that he did not see

how citizenship could be taken away from someone born in what was still a colony, even though
he acquired another citizenshipnxiety wasexpressed by another as to the position if

Mauritius, at some future date, legislateddeprive those persons of their Mauritian citizenship
leaving the United Kingdom with responsibility for thetffirortunately, there are not many”, he
ended, (5/371).

124. On 12th March 1968, Mauritius became independent and had a new constitution
Independence was granted by the Mauritius Independ@nt&96. Section 2 of that Act

provided that, in general, any person who immediately before 12th March 1968 was a citizen of
the UK andColonies should from then on cease to be a citizen of UK and Cslibiie became

on that day a citizen of MauritiudBy section 3, howevethat did not apply to a citizen of the

UK and Colonies if he or his father or his fa
expression wadefined in such a way as to incluB&OT but not Mauritius In effect, the llois
retained their citizenship of the UK and Colonies and gauiedritian citizenship.

125. Sections 2 and 3 of the Mauritius Independence Act were later to be repealed by the
British Nationality Act 1981, sedn 52(8) and schedu&

126. From the point at which Moulinie & Co took over the management of the islands on the
basis of the unsigned agreement, the questidaboiur recruitment reared its healtlappears

that the Mauritius Government was insistthgt some 75 persons of llois origin beeraployed

in Chagos and should travel back on the "Mauritius" which was due to sail for the islands on 5th
March 19@. The matter was raised betwettie BIOT Commissioner and the COhe
Commissioner said thatseemed probable that among the 75 were a number whose contracts
wereterminated as they were unsatisfactory labourdreommented that, in any event,

Moulinie had no need for the 75 additional labourd@ise Commissioner questioned whether



the presste to reemploy these persons on Chagos came from Mauritius officials who were
unaware of theitizenship position set out in the Independence Adreover, the labour

recruitment from Mauritius was likely to reduce as shipping wbeld¢entred on voyage

between the Seychelles and Chagos, (5/3TBe Commissioner said to the CO, in a passage

relied on by theClaimants as showing the role which the Commissioner and CO had in recruiting
or managing labour on the island4$Jnless you have any objectiorigherefore wish to inform
Moulinie that they should only recruit such labour as they need for effizianing of the

Islands and that sources of recruitment and decision which individuals should be employed rests
with them."

127. On the previous dayloulinie had sent a telegram to Rogers & Co in Port Lduis,

(5/372)(ND), saying that the islands were fully mannedtaatihe regretted that BIOT was not

in favour of further labour intakes for the time being, until negotiations with the Ministry of

Defence hadcconcluded It was contended by the Defendants that there were no negotiations

with the MoD at that time, and that the message habme n sent on t he Def enc
instructions, (10/49), but this does not entirely support the p@ittter documerstof the same

time wererelied on as showing the relationship between Moulinie & Co and the BIOT

Administrator, (5/373)(P), limiting recruitment to what wascessary for the efficient running of

the islands Approval was sought for a detailed list of mleandise and goods required by the
managerdor the islands; ranging from specific quantities of various sorts of spices, to writing

paper, onions, fish hooks and the likkpproval wassought because it was the Administrator

who would be bearing the cesinder the management agreemébulinie & Co also obtained
theAd mi ni stratoroés approval for the emplh®y ment
Administrator approved the itinerary for the voyaggehe "Isle of Farquhar” from Seychelles to

the Chagos and revealed its intention to open postal services making the manager postal agent

a commission basisA police presence was thought appropriate because of difficulties in Chagos

"with labourers demanding passages amdport of illegal tappig of toddy" Again, the

Admi ni stratords approval wangaganen af hamgadisons t he e
from Mauritius as dressers and midwives, though it was left for decision by Moulinie & Co.

128. Mr Allen placed weight for the same themfecontrol by the Defendants on an internal
memorandum of May 1968, (23/1-6). He suggestethat volume 23 evidenced the potential

for undisclosed documentation helpful to his case to exist, notwithstanding the volumes already
produced He said alsothatt s howed t he BIlI OT Governmentds us
regulate the number of llois within Chagdsrefersto the llois population who had recently
requested passage to Mauritius; "How many will return depends on our recruitment policy" and
the communication with Mauritius maintained after the arrival of the "Nordvaéhe llois

population would be left at its current level on Diggarcia "by adjusting our recruitment and
posting of llois between the three atolld7arious resettlement optiomgere examined including
resettlement of Diego Garcian llois on Agalega, which was seen as "helping to prove our point
that they have no right to permaneasidence in BIOT." They would also not have to be

resettled if the whole of Chagos had to be @daff his internal discussion document was

followed up in 5/388 and 5/396; although it preceded the US requirement for Diego Garcia in
July 1968, and in a sense can be seamasngency planning, at a time when there was no
management agreement, it congates control of recruitment as an aid to resettlement

planning.



129. On 10th May 1968 Paul Moulinie wrote to the BIOT Administrator dealing with the
sailing of the "Isle of Farquhar" from Seychelles to Diego lzaxk to collect a load of copra,
saying"since we consider that there are already enough labourers on the island, we are not
engaging anynore to send there this trip(10/49) Amongst the matters raised at the end of
February in relation to the requirement for goods wasthege was a ricehortage, that rice was
unobtainable, that in consequence rations would be changed to %2 flour and %% rice and flour
shouldbe sent as a replacement for the unobtainable Tibes exchange is relevant because of
suggestions that there was a deliberat@ingdown of provisions on the islands to encourage
departure Mr Mar cel Moul inie disagreed wi shortagdr s T al
T he said there were enough basic rations, but an occasional shortage of cigéhittapplied

up to theevacuation.

130. Meanwhile, the shipping records show the arrival of the "Mauritius" in Port Louis on
30th March 1968, (5/377)The 142 steerage clagassengers included a number of Claimants
among whom were the 4 year old Olivier Bancoult and Ritaeévialyse They are listed as
comingfrom Peros BanhosThe Bancoult family had gone to Mauritius to be with their
daughter Noelie who had suffered a serious accidenbt@gdied medical treatment which only
Mauritius could provide Sadly she died a fewonths later Some of the passengers off this
boat, awvith those who arrived in 1967, were among those who later tried unsuccessfully to
return to the islands in circumstances which were crtialnumber of issues in the case.

131. The issue of resditg the llois was a constant poecupation at various levels in the UK
Government In April 1968, a CO official circulated memo,* (5/382)(ND), to various

Government departments including MoD and the Treasury concerning the costs so far of setting
up BIOT andhow the costs of the new Seychelles airport were to be met from the £10m budget
set for the UK side of establishing the defence facilitieB@ir. £4.1m had been spent and the
airport was estimated now to co&#n The uncertainty over whethand when that

commitment tadhe Seychelles could be met needed to be resolvedhat end, the CO official
proposed that the costs of resettling llois from Chatposild be met from CO funds for aid; thus

the uncertainty as to how much they would amadarwould no longer hold up the Seychelles
airport But the thinking behind the willingness of the CO to take on this financial responsibility
was that there were very few permaniahiabitants who would require resettlement, and even
those might well beaccommodated upon other coconut islands in BIOT or Agalkgeas

regarded as very questionable whether a defence facility would ever proceed and it would not be
for some years anyway.

132. The reply from the Seychelles agreed that llois could beferaed as a resident labour
force to other BIOT islands or to Agalega and thare was no need to pursue the suggestion
once made by Robert Newton that they be resettled as smallholders; they would retain their
"present status as labourers resident orape property.’ This reply was also sent to the MoD,
(5/385).

133. The BIOT Commissioner followed this up on 3rd June, (5/388), with a detailed analysis
of various resettlement schemes for those on Diggieia resettlement on Peros Banhos and
Salomon or on Agalega or on one of the uninhabited islands of the Chagos archipelago such as



Egmont or Three Brothers which had been used for coconut plantations in th&pasght was
also given to the possibility that the otl@&ragos islands might also leato be evacuated,;
Agalega was seen as the likely place for resettlement in that eventégdayt from that
eventuality, however, the Commissioner thought that resettlement on one of the currently
uninhabited Chagos islands was the best option.

134. The next day, he sent another despatch to the*€(®/396)(D) It showed the total llois

on the three inhabited islands of BIOT to numdigt in March 198. This figure was said to

derive from an objective assessment of where individuals were born, wésgbontrasted with

the earlier and higher assessments of November 1966 (563) and May 1967(487), which was

based on how people classified themselvEserewere 128 on Diego Garcia and 40 more on

Peros BanhosOf the 128 llois on Diego Garcia, there wé7 adults and 71 childrehere

were inaddition on Diego Garcia 230 Seychellois, mostly adults and predominantly male, with a
further 22 Mauritians What then follows is importanto t he Cl ai mant sd6 case.

"4, The definition used for llois, (ie penss born in Chagos or Mauritius whose

father, or in the case of illegitimate children whose motherbeas in Chagos), means

that all those shown under this heading are at least second generation llois, and that 354
of these are at least thiggznerationlbis. No attempt has been made to go further back,

but the figures show 434 persons whose roots are firmly establisidgos and who

would not normally be thought of as temporary inhabitafitsthis must be added an
unknown number of people at praskving in Mauritius who are also of llois origin.

fib. If we are to maintain that there are no permanent inhabitants, it is therefore
apparent that we shall have to find some other basidsthan t h t o support ou

135. He referred to the fa¢hat a number of llois have taken holidays in Mauritius, or paid
other visits there, but said:

"B. € The |l ength of their absence varies, b
their more than temporary connection with the islands.

6. We must nav turn to the question of the status of the llois on the islands, and it is
here that we can find some justification for denying them the status of permanent
inhabitants As far as we are aware, the islandshave been either leased or in private
occupation ever since they were inhabited and the inhabitants have beethe island

only because they were employed by the owners or lessees or were members of the
family of  persons so employedNone of the inhabitants owns any land on thendé

and the houses in which they live are the property of the ownerbleither do they have

the permanent right to use any land on the islafid® position therefore seems to be
that the owners or lessees of the islands have a legal rigqthtive any person from

any of the Chagos islands provided that in doing so they do not break the terms that
persoonseBdtract ¢é and equally that they have
to return to the islandsThe fact that the ifands are owned by the Crown and either
leased or managed on behalf of the Crown does not chartbes position and we may



therefore contend that as-noe has any right to reside permanently on the islands,
there can be no permanent inhabitants.

7. It seems to be accepted by the labourers that the owners have the right to transfer
them to other islands and that, if their work or conduct is unsatisfactory, they may be
dismissed and returned to MauritiuSuch  cases do occur, althougey are not

numerous On the other hand, we had in February the case of 70 lloisMuauritius,

apparently claiming the right to return to work in Chagos and being supported in this by

the Mauritius | mmi gr ati on and Labo,uiwedabaveitmr i ti es
remove llois from the islands, we shall have texpect some opposition from the

people themselves and possibly from the Mauritius Governnwhen making

resettlement plans, we can attempt to overcome the first problem bygnhbkitransfer
advantageous to those moved (eg by providing better accommodation) and we shall

have to attempt to forestall any objectionsby the Mauritius Government by securing

their admission that the Il ois are Maurit.i

136. On 19th dine 1968, the Commissioner sent to the CO a draft Immigration Ordirfance,
(5/402)(P), he said that as the Ilois were Mauritiamish no right to permanent residence in
Chagos, then all persons living in Chagos could be required to hold a pass allwewmngp tive
there He did recognise however that he was not an expert on the difficult question of domicile
The draft which he enclosed was not noticealifierent from what had been previously
discussed.

137. On 24th June 1968, in an internal CO m@ur Seller of the CO said to Mr Jerrom,
(5/411): "As you know, the prime objective of the BIOT exercise was that the Mauritian and
Seychelles islands hived off into the new territory shdxeldinder the greatest possible degree of
United Kingdom contrb"

138. He referred to the purchases of the freeholds in Chagos, using part of the £10,000,000
earmarked for the BIOT operatioile said that onlldabra did not belong lock, stock and

barrel to HMG Defence Lands, on whose behalf the former owners weanaging the
plantations, haéxpressed themselves to be not entirely happy to have responsibility for the
plantations to which they had no access and over whiclcthdg not exercise any real control
Defence Lands wanted responsibility for the nggamaent and administrative arrangements to be
placedupon the Commissioner of BIOTThis memo also appears to initiate an intricate minuet
between Defence Lands and the CO as to whethéttlehto the islands vested in the
Commissioner should continue lbe vested in him or the MoD on behalf of the Crowart of

the problemsbout what to do with the islands is reflected in two letters from the BIOT
Commissioner to the CO on 6th June 1968, (23/178 and I8@)se reflect his belief that with
capital investment and a quick decision, the islands could be made to pay their way and be
profitable within3 to 4 years This was at a time when the timescale of the American
requirement was unknown but there was obviously a desire to mak®thef the capitdhid

out on the purchase in the interim, as is clear from other docun@uitst was to be affected by
the unwillingness ofhe Americans to say that no other islands were to be requirsdggests

that, absent US requirement, the islands could baeeprofitable but | do not accept Mr

Al l ends suggestion that it itself shows that



profitableandd i sproves the Defendantds contention t h;
evacuation of Peros BanhoBut it points to the Chagos asamnole as having had the potential,
on certain assumptions as to costs and investment, to be profitable over time.

139. On 2nd July 1968, Moulinie & Co wrote to the BIOT Administrator, referring to the
temporary agreement under whiit managed the islandsnd sought confirmation that the
agreement would be renewed under the same conditions as outlined in the November 1967
correspondencentil the end of 1968, (5/412).

140. However, an important development occurred on 5th JuBg1®&hen the US informed
the FO that it had decided to go ahead with a famiityDiego Garcia described as an austere
communications facility with runway, storage and ancharagdmwvever, Congressional approval
hadyet to be obtained but it was hopedtttieat would be forthcoming within the next 12
months This seemingly reduced uncertainties, bastened the need to consider resettlement,
but the timetable was to be stretched as time went by, (5/414).

141. The FO explained to the MoD the difficultiahich would arise at the UN if BIOT were
found to have a resident population, as the aimblegeh to find a territory without one, and

pointed out that there were advantages in postponing the announcement of the projectuntil 196
It suggested that thedglifficulties should, however, not be spelt out to Ministers on the
assumption that it was more important to facilitéte project at Diego Garcia than to provide a
watertight case at the UNThe minute of 18thJuly* ( 5/ 42 1) ( P), extionbged t he
stating that when BIOT had been established "we then had no precise idea of the degree of
permanency of the inhabitants, althoughkmew that there were a few llois ie people born in

the islands of parents who were also born in the islantislas now aware of the March

1968 census showing that on Diego Garcia, 128 out of 380 were at least second generation
inhabitants, and acknowledged that it wouldvbey difficult to assert “that normal objections to
moving a population and the normal reqment to consult them do not apply".

142. A draft submission to the PM was prepared and comments requéxstecf the
comments from the FO related to the passage in thevanafh said that there was no
indigenous or permanent populatiolh commentedhat it would be advisable to establish, in
advance ipossible, what the "shifting population " of the islands consisted of and how they
would be affected as this was seen as a key poipotential criticism} (5-420)(ND).

143. On 24th July, the COarnmented? (5/428)(P), on the draft submission to the Prime

Minister, dealing with the resettlement of the existiogulation and the employment of local

labour. It acknowledged that resettlement would be complicated, but said that it did not need to
beexamined in detail at this stag€&he llois were entitled to Mauritian citizenship, but the
Mauritian Gover nment davertheracoghitiooof thavctizenshipt yet ¢
was recognised that the position in the United Nations couldffieudj but in the light of the

factthat the islands were occupied "largely by migrant workers, and that it could be said that

there was no indigenous population”, it woulddossible, if necessary, to deny the competence

of the United Nations to conaeitself with that territory However, the object had to b&(a) to
demonstrate that we are dealing fairly and humanely with them, and (b) to do this in a way which



does not weakenour case for saying, if necessary, that the United Nations has mpetame
to concern itself with this territoryClearly the llois present the main difficulty here."

144. The Foreign Secretary sent a minute to the Prime Minister dated 25th July 1968 seeking
approval for the UK response to the US decisioproxzeedwith the defence facility on Diego
Garcia,* (5/434)(P) Approval appears to have been giv@ine Defendants rely strongly on

this. It was accompanied by an annex on the position of the inhabif@Binesminute deals with

the origin of the proposal, ackwledging that it wasne of the reasons for the inclusion of the
island in BIOT. Political concerns over the position of the Indian Government were touched on
andthen the position of the inhabitants was dealt with in these telitnsust be expectethat

the argument will be put forward in the General Assembly that the interests of the local
population are being ignored, and this may receive appreciable support; but we have been able to
resist such arguments bypointing out that the inhabitant®nsist mostly of migrant workers

from Mauritius and SeychellesVe have not yet completed arrangements for resettlement of

the inhabitants of Diego Garcia or for showing that they remain Mauritiarsegchellois, nor

have we consulted the MauritiGvernment Resettlement will involve some small expenses,

but it is not expected that there will be any financial difficulty in thi&/hen the arrangements

are complete, and they may c@mplicated by a recently completed survey which found that 128
individuals (about 34% of the total population of 38®re now second generation inhabitants

of Diego Garcia, we would propose, as agreed at the time of the creation dritish Indian

Ocean Territory, to deny, if necessary, the competence afritbhed Nations to concern itself

with a territory which has no indigenous population.” [An official has written beside that last
sentence that it was difficult to square begyinning of it with its end.]

145. The annex on the position of the inhabitasaid that there were at present 380 people
living on Diego Garcia, of which 22 were Mauritia@80 Seychellois and the remaining 128

were described as llois, who had some connection by descent with the Chagos Archipelago, "eg
someof them are now seookgeneration inhabitants of the Archipelagdhe annex said that it

had been understood when BIOT was set uptkti@apeople living on islands required for

defence purposes would probably have to be moved and that the majority in the UN might well
protest against the movement of people from the islantibad been agreed, however, that in the
light of the fact "that the islands were occup@djely by migrant workers, and that it could be

said that there was no indigenous population” it would be Iplessfi necessary, to deny the
competence of the United Nations to concern itself with such a terrifdwy note repeated what

had been said elsewhere, (5/449):can be said that the Mauritians and Seychellois are
temporary residents on Diego Garckrom the point of view of descent, most of the llois will

be able to establish more than a temporary connexion with the Chagos Archipelago and some
of them with Diego Garcia itselfBut, as far as we are aware, the islands have been either leased
or in private occupation ever since they were inhabited, and the inhabitants have been there
only because they were employed by the ownerslessees or were dependants of persons so
employed None of them owns any land and the houses in whichlilregre the property of

the owners The position seems to be that the owners or lessees of the islands have legal right to
remove any person from any of the islands (provided they do not break the terms of that
personds cont r acegqually fthateheyphbvwe therght to jefuse to édllow any
person to return to the islandk this sense, it can be contended that ag-one has any right to
reside permanently on the islands, there can be no permanent inhabitants; and it seems to be



accepted by the labourers that the owners of the islands (now the Crown) have the right to
transfer them to othaslands".

146. The Commonwealth Secretary also sent a minute to the Prime Minister in which he
expressed his special concern about thettlesnent othe 380 people living on Diego Garcia,

none of whom could be classed as permanent inhabitBietsaid that further information was
requiredas to whether other islands would be required and whether the Americans would wish to
keep some of #hpresent inhabitants on the islandaggo Garciay¥ (5/451)(P,R).

147. As from around this time, resettlement plans began to be looked at in more detail, but
there remained uncertainty over the timing of therbl@iirement on Diego Garcia, the exteht o

the displacement of its inhabitants which that would require and over the question of whether the
US would require, for defence purposes, any other islands in the Chagos upon which otherwise
the inhabitants of Diego Garcia might settle.

148. On 16th Ju} 1968, the BIOT Administrator, Mr Todd, sent a letter to Mr Seller at the CO
requesting advance details of the resettlerperposals and in particular details of whether
plantations on islands other than Diego Garcia were to be maintditeedaid thait would be a
great help if Moulinie & Co could be taken into their confidence because of the resettlement
plans which needed to be made, (5/418).

149. The BIOT Commissioner followed this up in a despatch to the CO on 1st August 1968 in
which he raised #hquestion of whether it would Ip@ssible to continue running some of the
cultivated areas on Diego Garcia even with the US facilitg saw there as being a difficulty in
relation to security and a difficulty in relation to the existence of a permaoentation This

he saw as capable of being met by remotirggllois and resettling them elsewhere and running
the plantation with contract labauAlthough he saw the advantages of being able to use
Mauritian and Seychelles labour on construction ptsjassociated with the facility, he said
(4/454) "If the llois are to be resettled, | consider we should remove them as family units and
not leave the men behind to work ihve defence project.”

150. He referred to the fact that on Diego Garcia magc8ellois outhnumbered other
labourers by three to onéle also assumed that the otisands would continue to be operated
as coconut plantations.

151. A CO minute of 31st July 1968 raised, in the context of the uncertainty over the US
requirement, thanterests of the inhabitants of Die@arcia and all the other BIOT islands,
saying that those interests had to take first place in any "exercise" which might be undertaken by
way of resettlement® (5/453)(R) (This links in with the correspondence abmoving as

family units and Seychellois outnumbering otherk)3A number of measures were proposed to
deal with methods of resettlement and resolving these uncertaiGtiesmatter in respect of
which agreement was said to be necessary, at least dretive CO and the FO, was "on the form
of words to be used in future regarding lingted status of the people in the islands from the
point of view of permanency of tenure (ie we try the line of argument put forwaidby
Commissioner on the lawyers)dawork out with them a formulation which can be used when
necessary™ (5/458)(P) But it alsosought agreement from the US that BIOT could use the



other islands of the Chagos for the resettlement of the inhabitants of Diego &l theat was a
featureof subsequent official discussions in August.

152. Officials met on 12th August 1968, (5/463)(R)was generally agreed to be best that
Diego Garcia be cleared of its population, frompalints of view including presentation at the
UN. Those concesd with the UN pointed out the need to maintain the stance that the
population was "merely a bunch of migrant labourers” and that it was necessary to show that alll
those living on Diego Garcia were nationaf®ither Mauritius or the Seychelles and had no
rights other than those of dismissed employédss, in practical terms, made it desiratilat

there be a suitable nationality and immigration law and there be no treatment of the llois
suggesting that their resettlement outdidego Garcia was "in soe way contrary to their

natural rights!’ The wrong impression might be given if they were resettled within Chagos,
particularly if this were done with compensation, ie that UK had "some moral obligation to
maintain the llois in this area because it wasrtnatural home"** (5/463)(P) The
representatives of the Foreign Office department concerned with the islands pointed out the
difficulties which might arise if the islanders were settled outside the Chagos Archipelago and
were offered opportunitie®f resettlement on a Mauritigependency or in the Seychelleghe
Americans had to give clear reasons if they wanted to clear any other islands of their inhabitants
or prevent settlement on uninhabited islandisere was no definitive answer as to tfe

position and it was possible that they would not insisthe evacuation of the whole

Archipelago The minute records that the meeting came to no very firm conclusions, but that
from all pointsof view it would be best to clear Diego Garcia of allnpéion activity The
proposals for resettlement put forward by the Governor prespridbtems, some of which

might be resolved if the US position were made clearer.

153. A minute by the CO, (5/466), to its legal adviser dealing with llois tenure tindrship
raised doubts about welwéatthellois dodidebe t€eatedras s si oner O
Mauritians in the way in which he had described was right, and legal advice was $uiglktr
Jerromexpressed his own view that the peculiar system of prppenure did not justify the

actions suggested by the Commissioner and confithedt would have to be accepted that the
llois staying in BIOT would continue to possess dual nationality of Mauritius and of the UK and
Colonies These were, however,agas only a small number and Article 73 could not apply
either to the Mauritians or Seychellois migramrkers or just to a small section of population

with dual citizenshipThe | egal a d¥v(b/478)P)) @ 26theAsgpsh was te the

effect hat it would not be right to compel inhabitants of BIOT, who were citizens of the United
Kingdom and Colonies, to leave BIOT withagyiving them the option of settling either in some
other UK dependency or in the UK itself or of going to some other cotmthe citizenshimf

which they were entitled or the Government of which was willing to admit.thegaid that it

should be possible to persuade them thagi in their best interests to leave voluntarily rather
than to be deportedAlthough therevas a need to take account of UN obligatidhere was no
objection in principle to immigration controls, including a system of revocable passes for all
inhabitants He took the view that gshould be possible to meet the criticisms which might arise
in the UN based on Article 73, on the grounds that BIOT had no indiggausation and that

the interests of the inhabitants required their resettlement elsewhereoncluded, however,

that Clause 11 of thdraft Immigration Ordinance was objectionable.



154. The aim, as expressed by one official, (5/482), was to establish "a situation where there
were no individuals with claims on BIOT or withotlaims on either Mauritius or Seychelles”
but that was still a matter for discussion within Whitehall.

155. In August 1968, UK Ministers approved the US proposal for the development of the
defence facility on Diego Garcia and recognised the f@ecbnsequent negotiations with them
about a range of issue$he CO said to the BIOT Commissioner that the UK leagite the

llois "special consideration (both on presentational and humanitarian grounds) but without
broadcasting this aspect of our policy or acting wag calculated to build up their existence as
a separate communityt seems to us that it would belpful from this point of view if some
measure of choice for separate families could be included in resettlement plafming”,
(5/477)(P,R) This choice could consist of oth€hagos islands or Agalega or even possibly the
Seychelles for a few.

156. On2nd September 1968, however, the BIOT Commissioner had written to the CO saying
that if Diego Garcia had to be resettled, there weaig 30 llois families, but if all the Chagos

llois had to be resettled, there would be some 90 families and it waswauistther Agalega

could accept all of those peopld only Diego Garcia were to be resettled, it was agreed by the
Commissioner that a choice of elsewheréhin Chagos or Agalega should be offered as far as
possible, (5/483).

157. Aninternal minuterom the UN Political Department of the FO expressed surprise that
the PIOD of the FO was said now to be coming tovibe that the UK might have to resign

itself to having a permanent population in BIOBince BIOT was created at great expense and
someinternational criticism to avoid having a permanent population, | think Ministers would
wish to be aware of the situation.” This was said toalteer a different position from that
presented by the Foreign Secretary to the Prime Minister on 25th J4B6)5/

158. The issue raised by Mr Donohoe in the minute of 3rd September was echoed in a further
minute from Mr Lambert to Mr Jerrom on 48eptember 1968 (5/492)(P), within the COIlt

started by referring to the legal advisers minutes which suggebstettather more radical

difficulties stand in the way of our originally agreed objective than those of which we advised

the Foreign Secretary when he minuted toRhei me Mi ni st e rHeoeferre@to25t h Ju
the interdepartmentally agreed objeaiwof establishing "a situation where there were no

individuals with claims on BIOT or without claims on either Mauritius or Seychell€ké

purpose of this was to "avoid acknowledging chastdigations towards these peopldience

the public argumerthat the inhabitants are "migratory labourer§he note continued, in

paragraph 3:"We advised the Foreign Secretary that the latter argument might be difficult to

sustain in view of the recent discoveryhat the numbers of secogde ner at werem o1 | oi s 6
much greater than originally anticipatedowever, it then seemed to pgssible, by the

|l egislation proposed by the Commissioner €& to
showing eithethat they were citizens of Mauritius or could be iderdifeess coming from the

Seychelles."

159. The fact that 500 from the Chagos, including the llois, had Mauritian citizenship and that
the Governor of Seychelles had said thatGusernment would issue certificates of nationality



in respect of the remainindB in Chagos underlay what had been written by the Foreign

Secretary to the Prime Minister on 25th JuBut he then pointed out'We did not then know

that by virtue of Section 3(1), (2) and (3) of the Mauritius Independence Act, those inhabitants of
BIOT which hadacquired Mauritian citizenship when Mauritius became independent did not
cease to be citizens of the UK and Colonies &

160. As Mr Aust, a legal adviser at the FCO, noted on the minute, that only applied to certain

BIOT inhabitants This is described as a "revelatiooy the author, who then set out the

situation as he understands itAll the inhabitants of BIOT are citizens of the UK and Colonies

and they are all entitled to a UK passport with the Colonial endorsement;

€ | n t h8eycbalaisdiving ifh BIOT, no doubt the Governor of Seychelles could ensue

that the colonial endorsement would recordfthect t hat t hey bel onged to
form the majority of persons living in BIOT, but are unlikely to exceed 1,000 [cd<timated

population of under 1,500];

Some 500 others (including the 434 seecgnd ner at i on Ol | oi sibthey have du
applied for a UK passport, presumably the Coloaraorsement could only reveal that they

belong to BIOT since there was other British Colony to which they could belorbhis would

create difficulties for our public assertion that BIOT had no permanent popul@ithe other

hand, if they applied for and got a Mauritipassport they would not automatically lose thét

citizenship, unless they formally renouncedlitthey went to live in Mauritius, howevethey

could presumably be refusedeatry into BIOT This latter point is worth bearing in mind.

If my analysis is correct, it clearly contains the seeds sdrious problem; vizthe original

purpose of creating a territory withouparmanent population is unlikely to be fulfilled unless

something radical is done about it."

161. Mr Aust appears to have made some comments dissenting from parts of tysssanal
handwriting The aut hor s s u g gleasging thel inhabitants withimBIOTy e s wer €
which would give rise to the problems of the Charter obligations which BIOT had been created
to avoid,or the piecemeal removal of the inhabitants of BI@Tnalividual islands were required
for military use, which, in the case of Diego Garevauld be 380 people but up to 1,000 others
could remain in BIOT; or the complete removal of the inhabitants elsewhere which would
require afar bigger resettlement seme, but would solve the problem "which the creation of
BIOT was intended to solve, once and for.alt'wasrecognised that this would face rather

more criticism but that was inevitable anyway, and, from the point of view of justifying matters
in theUN, he would prefer the latter course to be adoptat he said that Ministers should be
given the opportunity of choosing the alternatiged said "Had Ministers known that there was

a serious prospect of retaining a permanent population in BIOT, | deppmuch whethethey
would have approved the expenditure of several million pounds to create the territory".

162. On 3rd September 1968, the FO informed the US of its approval to the US proplosal

letter conveying thist* (5/4878)(P), reiteratedhatthere were no permanent inhabitants on

Diego Garcia and none owned land or houses, but that an early decision was necessary on which
other islands, if any, would be required for the purposes of resettling any displaced people, an
issue which could g rise to difficulties at theIN. An announcement was best left till after the

end of the session of the UN General AssemBlyt the problems facing the UK Governmént

making plans for resettlement or for the continued operation of the plantaticmsavepounded



by a letter from the US dated 19fictober 1968 in which it was advised that the project was
undergoing a review by the US military and a decision on budgetary implicatioits not be
taken until the new administration had approved therhamew year and detailed discussions
would have to wait until therior public consumption the consideration of defence facilities was
under review as it had been since @98lonetheless the UK Governmertntinued to press for
answers to the questions i it had raised because of the resettlement problems which it
anticipated.

163. The BIOT Administrator made a further visit to the Chagos islands in the first two weeks

of September 18 He went with Mr Marcel Mouliniewho was representing Moulinie &o

(Seychelles) Limited He reported, (4/293), that the plantations on Diego Garcia were generally

in poorcondition and that much clearing remained to be ddimbe number of labourers on the

island has decreased, as many of the llois hetwened tdMauritius and it has not proved

possible to replace them from Seychell&sis is the main reason for the drop in production for

the first seven months é ." There were pigs a
as keeping hens and duckdn PeroBanhos there had been a reduction in production, despite

an increase in the number of labourers, although on Salomon the-faboeihadremained the

same The Administratorodés general comment was t he
thancould be produced, due to thecertainty as to their futurdf production were to be

improved, a shotterm increase in labotforce was necessary, but that depengsah the

availability of labour and housingSeychelles labour was not at presentlaiée in large

numbers because of the airport projddauritius labour was available but it was more economic

to reduce communications between the islands and Mauritius because the "Nqutieder”

between the Seychelles and Chagos, but it should béleo$ge thought, to increase the labour

force to fill the housing The generastandard of that housing was low and unoccupied houses

rapidly fell into disrepair For the longer term, considerably more investment wbeldequired

in a number of ways, ich would be unlikely with the prospect of the islands having to be

abandoned at short notice.

164. The Administrator described the general standard of quarters on Chagos as poor, except
for the new type of quarters on Diego Gardia general, the stalard was lower than that on the
average Seychelles outlying islanfihe camps were generally clean, but ration suppliéfered

from periodic shortages because they were now being ordered on-entmégy rather than a
six-monthly basis by thenanagemet company so as to reduce the capital outlay on those items
and to reduce the period over which they had to obtain a retl@nommented that the physical
conditions of the labourers were acceptable but there was no provision for their social welfare
Medicalprovisions were good and the schools were run rather in the way they had been before,
but attendance was irregulafhe civil status recordsere in good order, but he referred to the

high degree of mobility between families, reflected in the gratage of illegitimate births which
would add to the problems of resettlement should that become necddsargncluded overall

that the islands were suffering framcertainty as to their future, and that whilst this uncertainty
lasted there was littlhat could be done to increase production except indbe of Diego

Garcia where the present labdarce could be more economically usdd general, the

condition of the islands was as gooccasld be expected with the present limitation on
exploitaion. There does not appear to have been a separate population count doneifgit this

but it lists a total of 232 people in employment on Diego Garcia, of which 175 were male and 57



female 181 of the 232 were labourees)d 20 more are listed as "BOysI'he remainder include
managers, clerical staff, the teacher and 13 artisans and 6 oveideenes were 9@mployed on
Peros Banhos and 91 employed on Salomon.

165. The Administrator and the Commissioner of BIOT paid a visit to the islands in Novembe
1968, again accompanied by Mr Marcel Mouliniehe notes of the visit maintain the position

that the labouforce on Diego Garcia was too small to run the islands efficiently "or even to
maintainthe present position"The ration supplies and shopstbe islands were adequate, with
the exception of that on Diego Garciéhe generatonclusion was again that the Chagos islands
functioned as coconut plantations "but with a gradually declining population and an almost
complete lack of capital investmethgy are reaching the point where they are becoming
uneconomic and the condition of the plantatiand buildings is steadily deteriorating”.(4/308).

166. It was after Mr Todddés return from his Sep
Commissioner caemplated recommending an increaséhmrecruitment of Seychellois for

Peros Banhos and Salomon, but proposed to delay that if Diego Garcia were to be evacuated
because thHois could be recruited insteadBut in the absence of an increase in the labou

force, there would be decreased production and ecorlossiso a decision soon was to be

desired A decision was sought before the beginning of November when Moulinie was expected
to beginrecruitment of additional Seychellois for Peros Banhos anch&eldoThe PIOD

suggested to Mr Jerrom that until the position of the Ameriaarie the clearance of the whole

of the Chagos was known, the BIOT Commissioner could be advised "to instruct Moulinie to
ceasaecruitment of further labour"He suggested aspossible solution to the resettlement
problem that action should be taken quickly betbiee American proposal became public when it
was submitted to Congress, and that to "preserve the image that these people [@aiDiejo

are being offered alternaé employment on other islands, or their contracts terminated resulting
from the decision bynanagement to terminate the lease, we have until say the end of 1969 to
complete the operatiorl would imagine this could be doiggadually with not more tharight
opposition by perhaps some of the plantation workérs(5/503) (R).

167. In another memo of 20th September 1968, the same official raised the question of
whether, with the new management company on Ch&yjegp Garcia should not be allowed to

run down leaving the management to gradually dispense with labour as contracts expired, whilst
simultaneously offering jobs as they arose in the other Chagos islands and in Adjalesg

thought that if the management company cdigdaken into their cdidence over the

resettlement problem, they could divert the llois to Agalega and the Seychellois to other Chagos
islands and thus dispose of the Diego Garcia probBut it was said that(5/505)

"As time appears to be all important if a smooth aramhemical exercise is to be carried
out with the minimum of publicity, it is for consideration whether a plan of this nature
might resolve the situation well before the Diego Garcia projecpresented to
Congress and becomes public knowledge.

Aln summary, the recognition by the management that copra production in Chagos is not
a sufficiently economic propositionfor them to wish to continue with the lease, leaves
the way open for us to abandon the plantation on this score, leathegcommeral



management to gradually run down the plantation under guidance from the
Commissioner."

Advantages were seen in removing as many llois as possible from Deigo Garcia before the US
announcement.

168. The issue of <citi zens haladvisoreand, inamooeedirAust Vv e x
said, on 9th October 1968,(5/518)(P,R) that thenly place to which UK citizens living in

BIOT could "belong" if they did not belong to another colony would be the UK.itsdfsaid

that heimagined that this was netanted but then continued that he could not see how "we

could therefore refuse such a person the right-enter BIOT even if he were also a Mauritian

citizen". Entry to BIOT could not be refused unless, someone added, they were given rights to
enter ®me other colony eg Seychelles, to which the legal adviser, Mr Rushford, added "no"

doubt that this simply declines an invitationatoneeting.

169. The problems created in running the plantations by the uncertainty over their future was
reflected inthe accounts for the year ending 3stember 1967 submitted by Chagos Agalega
Company Limited and which the BIOT Commissioner transmitted to thelOf@as noted that
although it would be preferable to run the islands on a lease, because any susbudghse

require a provision enabling it to be terminatedsormonths notice, such a basis would make it
impossible to develop the islands because the necessary capital investment would not be
forthcoming Indeed, so long as the islands were run on aa@tenaintenance basis, the profit
made in 1967 was expected to decrgase by year He pointed out that there was no choice

but to accept the management agreement proposed as long ago as Decembaiek36he
politically unacceptable choice were neagf not running the islands at all, (5/522).

170. The uncertainty created by the American proposal again featured in the BIOT

Commi ssioner 6s deal i ng8 wWepdoihtedtolt that &tkibughthe Oct o b e
labourforce in the other islands had reased between May 1967 and March 1968 it had fallen

in respect oDiego Garcia The reduction in labosforce on Diego Garcia, said the BIOT

Commissioner, "undoubtedly results from uncertainty ofibgtion” The regular changevers

in the labour irkes could only be at a reduced rate dictated by the present pdsition,

(5/536)(R) "You will understand even llois return regularly to Mauritius." He thought that

references to negotiations with the Ministry of Defence might rédatkéscussions ovehé

management agreement.

171. Apart from the problems created by the uncertainty over the future of the other islands,
and the timing of the US requirement on Didggarcia, which in turn was countbalanced by

the desire of the UK Government to see sdonm of commercial exploitation of the coconut
plantations for as long as possible, the physical arrangements for the accommodation of any llois
displaced from Diego Garcia on the otis&ands was identifiedBecause there was insufficient
housing for anncreased labouiorce on Peros Banhos or Salomon, either there wuaué to be

a return of Seychellois to Seychelles or Diego Garcia, or an increase in holgingpve the
Seychellois would cause adversEmment if they went to the Seychelles, oobifliego Garcia,

that would make it "impossible to disguise the move of the llois from D&ayoia as a

commercial operation® (5/537), Seychelles Governor to CO, 12th OctobeB196 any event,



the llois needed some incentit@move and that could hbe provided if they had to move to
inferior quality houses on the other island4ence, there had to be suitaple-fabricated
buildings brought in from South Africa and to proceed on that basis would take six months.

172. Discussion over BIOT immigt@an continued within the FCOMr Aust set out a note on
23rd October 1968, (5/555)(P), explaining theosition in some detail as he saw e urged

that there be a definite policy with regard to the future of the inhabitants decided upon by the
various departments before any decision could be taken in relation to passports or immigration
He added "Whilst the details of that policy are not my concern, | should make the point that
the legal position of the inhabitantsvould be greatly simgied from our point of view (though

not necessarily from theirs) if we decide to treat them aBicating population without real ties

to BIOT".

173. Mr Aust next dealt with the term "BelongerHe said this was seldom used in legislation

and was a nth misunderstood concepthe termwas found in nosstatutory administrative

rules where a decision had to be made as to whether a person had a sufficient connection with a
particular territory to justify that territory issuing him with a passptirhad a more general use

in a loose analytical way to describperson with certain tangible connections with a particular
country | consider this analysis to be obvious and corr&cit a person could be"Belonger”

for passport, but not for immigratiopurposes He added "With the present problem, we

should be careful not to be misled into thinking that, because some of the inhabitants of BIOT
were borntherer have |l ived there for some years, 't he
which givesthem a legal or moral right to remain theigy treating them so, we shall be tying

our own hands when at present there is no reason why we should do so."

174. He then turned to immigratiorHe identified the problem that arose from the application
of Seychelles immigration law to part of BIOT and\uritian law to the rest of.itHe then
said:

"6.  There is nothing wrong in law or in principle to enacting an immigration law

which enables the Commissioner to deport inhabitants of BIEVEN in inernational

law, there is no established rule that a citizen has a right to enter or remain in his country

of origin/birth/nationality etc A provision to this effect is contained in Protocol No 4 to

the European Convention on Human Rights, but that Rybbas not been ratifiebly us

and thus we do not regard the UK as bound by such alrutéis respect, we are able to

make the rules up as we go alongandtreate i nhabitants of BI OT a
it in any senself, however, the inhabitagtof BIOT become an established community

in thefuture, then to take powers to deport them would have obvious political and moral
objections We may even ratify Protocol N&"

175. Mr Aust then turned to passports, and said that subject to the oqiiercall the
inhabitants of BIOT were citizens of the UK a@dlonies and that many were also citizens of
Mauritius whether or not they held Mauritian passpoHs said that if a UK citizen asked for a
passport, he would almost certainly be granted alleough that was a matter of prerogative and
not entitlement He then finished bgaying that citizenship was only relevant to the question of



whether a person was eligible for a passpBdth Claimants and Defendamtdied on various
passages in #t note for their cases.

176. It was apparent from other internal memos that there had been as yet no policy agreed on
the removal of citizenship of the UK and Coloriiesm someone born in a colony.

177. Discussion over the proposed BIOT Immigration @asce continued with a telegram
from the FCO to the Commissioner and AdministratdBl@T on 25th October 1968(5/564

and 568)(ND) The FCO said that the difficulty in dealing with this subject "has arisen from the
fact thatit was not appreciated #dte time that the grant of Mauritius citizenship to many of the
llois would not affect their rights as citizens of & and Colonies" He then said that it was
recognised that persons born in BIOT with automatic Mauritian citizenship would not be
deprived oftheir UK and Colonies citizenship and could be granted UK passports, though
without an unrestricted right of entry into the UK would nothave been justified to take away
citizenship of the UK and Colonies from a person born in the colony eherhid acquired
anothercitizenship, but the point was not considered very far at the tide¢ention of that
citizenship put in question any action to prevent treginrn to Chagos particularly if they could
not be settled elsewher&he FCO then refeed to the legal advice which had been given that it
was not right to compel BIOT inhabitants who were CUKC to leave without options and that
draft section 11 was objectionabl@he FCOcontinued that as it was now clear that not all
inhabitants of BIOTwere either solely Mauritian nationals or citizens of the UK and Colonies
entitled to a Seychelles passport, it was necessary to consider how to deal with any citizens of the

UK and Colonies "who may, by prolongede si dence in Bl OTgebbd® a&hladg uts
in BIOT". If a UK passport were issued by the Commissioner of BIOT to those persons "it
seems to be inevitable that this would be reg

in the immigration sense, and we shoragidly reach gosition where it was not possible to
maintain that there were no persons with claims to permanent residence in BIGEIGnly

other course would be for citizens of the UK and Colonies who derived that status from being
born in BIOT to be allowed unregitedentry to the Seychelles and to be eligible for UK
passports issued by that colonial government.

178. On 19th July 1968, the Mauritius Government, through its Ministry of Social Security,
raised with the British High Commissioner in Mauritius gieblem of people who had been
working in BIOT who, in May 1967, had come to Mauritius to spend their leave and when they
wanted to gdoack had found out in March 1968, from Messrs Rogers & Co "who had taken up
the matter with their Principals in that teory that theywould not be recruited for further
employment A further batch of persons arrived in Mauritius from that territory on 30th March
1968. " (5/425) The Ministry pointed out that it had decided to give these people assistance on
a temporary ksis as they were destitute, thia¢re were 120 persons, exclusive of children, who
received assistance and that it had been decided that no further assistance siieeiddrel

the question of compensation should be raised with the Britisbupportof that, reference was
made to the agreement betweke British and Mauritius Governments in 1965 under which the
British Government had undertaken to meet the full cost of the resettlemdatidfians at

present living in ChagosThe CO considered thimatter and in a minute of 10th September
1968,* (5/496)(ND), said that thigsroblem did not appear to arise from the question of possible
future removal of workers and:



"é it appears, from the facts avaiyeearbl e, t
which BIOT would not be directlyi nvol ved, and é the persons
have no right to further employment in BIOT.

It would seem advisable not to go beyond this on the evidence available, but there could possibly
be some further complication if it was proved that some of the party concerned could be
described as llois and have some connexion ¢bgscent with Chagos Archipelag@Vithout

arising suspicion, could the HC discreetly obtain further information on the pestycerned

are they Mauritians or could they claim a connexion by descent?"

1799. This was the |line taken in the CO06s advice
problem was one between employer and employeeaud not stem from any defence
proposals* (5/498)(ND).

180. However, the matter did not end there because on 17th September 1968, (5/499), the
Prime Ministerods Off i c e HghConhasaionistatinguhatthere ot e t o
were 55 persons born in BIOT now in Mauritius who had askée tepatriated with their

families "to theirative island, where most have them have left their personal belongihgs”

list of names was attachedtt said that the people had beemployed by Chagos Agalega

Company Limited but that, on expiry of thewmntract signed in Mauritius before a Magistrate,

they had beereturned to Mauritius on 19th May 1967 by the employers through Messrs Rogers

& Co. (Some of those involved are among the Claimafitf$)e Pr i me Mi ni st er 6 s
it was understoothat their contract had not been renewed "because the BIOT was not in favour

of further labour intakes and that the Chadgagmlega Limited have started negotiations with the

British Ministry of Defence on this questian(This appears to be a referencehe telegram

from Moulinie to Rogers.) In addition, it was said that there were 84 adults and 56 cfritoinen

the Chagos who had arrived in Mauritius on 30th March 1968 and were also "stranded here"

Relief provision had now been stoppethe Mauritius Government wanted proposals from the

British Government for their resettlement.

181. The High Commissioner followed up this matter by asking his official to call on the

Chairman of Rogers & Co to see if he "could throw adgtitional light on the problef

60di splaced persons6 from Diego GarciBeand t he
official reportedto the High Commissioner that Rogers & Co claimed to know nothing about the
actual recruitment of workers, merely providing passagethém oninstruction from the

Chagos Agalega Company Limitetile said that he could well understand that with the

cessation of operatiof that company, the majority of workers had little option but to leave the
islands The High Commissioner did not accepattfbecause thgepartures preceded the

development on Diego Garcia that they stemmed primarily from an employer/employee dispute,

and indeed thougtihat subsequent information suggested the contrary, (8513

182. However, in reply on 9th October 196Be CO said to the High Commissioner in
Mauritius and to the BIOT Commissioner that there had beeormal written agreement
between the two Governments on the cost of resettling Mauritians formerly living on the Chagos



Archipelago buthere had been\aerbal acceptance in principle of payment to the Mauritius
Government of the cost of resettling others in the Chagos islkeamalsvere affectedlt

emphasised that the phrase "others affected" referred to persons "necessarily removed from one

or other of heislands because of the development of defence facilities the@wmnously there

are not yet O6éany per #isdffcultaofséedrantHYG éan hemeldtich i s ¢ o
any way responsible for action taken by Rogers & Co in 1967 in deadiaigst reemployment

of these Mauritians" This was suggested to be the basis of a reply to the Mauritius Government,

* (5/515; 19/52(a))(ND) The removal of alllois from Diego Garcia to Peros Banhos and

Salomon in November was suggested by the CO.

183. The BIOT Administrator, writing to the CO on 17th October 1968 and dealing in
particular with the llois in respect of whom the Mauritiievernment had been making
representations, said that the employment of additional labour on the Chagos ams¢loe eot
acceptancef responsibility for their resettlement was an expensive commitment which could

not be justified economically unless it were decideddweelop the islandsHe expressed

sympathy with those displaced llois who had been, by their tamdlards, among the most
fortunate oflabourers in that they had had almost guaranteed employmahhow, for defence
reasons, the guarantee had gone and they now thantselves in Mauritius, a country with an
acute unemployment problem and as Mauwsithiad virtually no copra industry, with no
opportunityto use the skills they possessete recognised that the relief provided for them by

the Mauritius Government had been cut dffie recognised the advantages, however, of re
employing the llois befa any announcement was made of the Diego Garcia project as a matter
of a moral obligation but that doing so would place the Government in an economically very
disadvantageous position as against the poliidantageHe r ef erred t o Moul i n
desre to recruit 100 extra labourers and expressed the view that the families thus recruited from
the displaced llois on Mauritius could be resettled on Peros Banhos and Salomon because of its
needs for labour should Diego Garcia haveaevacuatedThe rsk of a loss would only arise

if the whole of the Chagos had to be evacuatdence the advantage of obtainiagreement

from the Americans and then securing the agreement to the development of Peros Banhos and
Salomon The development of su@n idea wald require Moulinie & Co to be taken into their
confidence as well as a certain future for Peros Banhos and Salomon, (5/541).

184. By this stage, it had become apparent as what, on 17th October 1968, had become the
FCO, minuted to the BIOT Commissionéat it wasnot worth waiting for an American
response any morelhe FCO told the High Commissioner in Mauritius that the decision to
curtail furtherlabour intakes did not stem from the BIOT authorities, (5/580jt it did agree?
(5/551)(P), that it wuld be very itadvised to have ariMauritians back on Diego Garcia or any
BIOT island In connection with the llois on Mauritius, the FCO suggested to the BIOT
Commissioneand High Commissioner of Mauritius, (5/553), that the obvious course was to
avod any reinforcement of labodiorce in the islands untAmerican plans were clearer, but that
a strictly limited recruitment of labour in Mauritius could take place if a refusal to recruit any
labourwould lead to a serious political outcry thetewasobviously desirable not to increase
the possible future resettlement problem.

185. The prospect of recruiting some of those who were the subject matter of these exchanges
was raised in October 1968 as Moulinie & Co wexking for further recruitmentAn FCO



paper of 24th October 1968(5/558)(P), said that any question of resettlement in Mauritius of
formerresidents of Chagos could presumably only arise when plans for the development of
Chagos were announced; this had not yet occutredvever, thepresent position appeared to
be that Moulinie & Co wished to recruit more llois from Mauritius in order to increatsbisi-
force on Diego GarciaThis appeared to suggest that their cutbacks, if any, in their lddocnar
had not been because of wggestions for defence facilities on Diego Gardihe note
continued

"Nevertheless, from our point of view this might raise longer term problems if any future
labour intakes have eventually tde resettled elsewher&he possibility is at presén
being explored confining any labour intakes to a limited numberpafsons only."”

186. The note also said that the BIOT Commissioner had been consulted by the FO who had
told them "that the decision to curtail labour intall@&snot stem from the BID authorities as

the Mauritians later suggesteMoreover, no negotiations had taken place, as the Mauritians
alsosuggested, between the Chadamlega Company and the Ministry of Defence.”

187. The BIOT Commissioner said to the FCO in a telegram df 2&ttober 1968 dealing

with various aspects of the resettlement of the llois g#watar as those currently in Mauritius
were concerned, that even though many would be acceptable to Moulinie, any selective
recruitmentwould give rise to intensified pressufor the remainder to be taken back and that a
oneyear contract could lead to greater futarbarrassmentRefusals of extensions to contracts
"and possible subsequent forcible removal to Mauritius would presumably cause acute
embarrassment and | cashsr that if we accept any returning llois, we must also accept
responsibility for their ultimate resettlement,(5/578)(DR) This was in line with FCO advice
of 28th October that it would be very-ddvised to have any Mauritians back on Diego Garcia
any BIOT island.

188. On 30th October 1968, Mr Johnston of the FCO reported on discussions which he had
had with the US Administration in which he hexplained why "we were authorising Moulinie

to recruit a limited amount of extra labour for Chagasl also our intention of continuing to
develop the copra industry on Peros Banhos and Salomon”, (5/b8&)urpose was to explain
how the UK needed to take decisions anshed to know whether the Americans really intended
that Peros Banhos and Salonmmncleared of its populatiorHe sent a minute dated

31st October 1968, (51/586), to the Minister in which the problem was raised, in these terms

"Whether we should permit some 100 labourers who left Diego Garcia and other islands
in the Chagos Archiglago over thgast two years to return there from Mauritius on 6th
November with their wives and families who may number up tohtwadred and fifty."

189. In favour of allowing their return was the fact that they were mostly born in the Chagos,
and coudl claim to be "Belongers" of BIOT itseliMr Moulinie wished to bring them back from
Mauritius, and such a decision would avoid further friction with the Mauritius Government
which wasurging that the UK was financially responsible for the resettlemethiest people

who were, at present, unemployed and destitAteefusalto allow them to return would lead

the Government of India to assume that "we are planning to use Diego Garcia for defence



purposes" Thealternative argument was that the "Britisitlian Ocean Territory was

established for Defence purposes, and we have agreed thahéneans may establish an
6austere Naval f a. cTlhat islandywduldgmobaliy havg  be@eacuatedarid
Peros Banhos arfdalomon, which could takedbe evacuated from Diego Garcia, and the extra
labour proposed from Mauritius, might nonetheless alsevbeuated at the Americans request.

190. The i ssue was put as whether "our long ter
resettling elsewhere thehele of the existing populatiofand thus avoid our United Nations
Charter obligations to a O0peopled); or whet he

notrequired for Defence purposes at any given time, as an economic Whikthately, auhority
was given to Moulinie & Co for him to recruit tieour on one year contracts.

191. Eventually, because Moulinie wished to ship 100 llois and families from Mauritius for
BIOT on 6th November 1968 with a survey party anayear contract of empjonent, it was
decided at a meeting on 29th October 1968 that he would be told that 100 llois would be
readmittedbn this occasion on oxngear contracts only but that no commitment could be made
about the renewal of these contracts at this stagbanrt smilar entry permits for others
Nonetheless, none of the officials in the FCO or MoD liked the position but yielded to that
course taavoid a row with the Mauritius Government and the risk of early exposure of the plans
for Diego Garcia Those objectiondid not apply to anediumterm expansion of the population
on other islands in the Chagos group, in respect of which the Americans were to be asked to
maketheir position clear quicklylt was now agreed that the Commissioner of BIOT could
authorise Mouhie to employ the displaced llois which beuld do profitably, as soon as he
received authorisation, he would authorise Moulinie to recruit and ship the labour to BIOT
1stNovember, those instructions were given by the FCO to the Seychelles witsstimated
restrictions It was suggested to the BIGQommissioner, however, that although it was a matter
for him how he handled it, it might be put to Mr Moulinie that in view ofuheertainty about

the future working of the plantations, the arrangata had been limited to a eyear contract

and that that would aets a warning against future recruitment, (5/594).

192. The BIOT Commissioner sent a telegram to the FCO on 5th November 1968, (5/601),

saying that Moulinie & Co were today requesting Bieg Co to recruit up to 100 men if
passage could be obtainedt sai d t hat Moulinieds have accep
(one yearcontracts limited to llois and maximum 100 men) and that that had been accepted "as
normal commercial operation,itivout our needing tgive further explanation”.

193. After all of that, on 5th November 1968 the Commissioner of BIOT informed the FCO
that Mr Moulinie had told him that the "Mauritius" wasw unable to carry labourers as she was
carrying petroleum pragtts and no proposals were made for any other ship to carry the
labourersand their families The availability of any other ships is unknown and it appears that
there had been no further voyages after that one Byvtheritius" to Chagos by May 196
Accordingly, the llois who had arrived in Mauritius in 1967 and 1968 remained thbeefocus

of shippingconnections had changed as well, with the arrival in July 1968 of the "Nordvaer" in
the Seychelles.



194. The BIOT Commissioner responded to the FG28th October 1968 dealing with the
resettlement of the llois currently on Mauritiu®nceagain, the problem of recruitment of such
labourers in relation to resettlement was raised, particularly as the Americans had not decided
whether outer islands witlineed to be cleared, (5/578).

195. Evidence was given to me by some Chagossians affected by these events who had gone
to Mauritius in 1966 and 186 Mrs Elyse said thadfter the death of her daughter, Noellie, she

had gone to Rogers & Co, the shippaggent, to book their return passage but had beemnhaid

there were no more sailings, the islands or Diego Garcia had been sold to the Amercians, and it
would not be safe to return to Pe®anhos because of bombs kept on Diego GaMiben her
husbanchad heard that the islands had been sold he became ill as if paralygest aatithere

doing nothing for two to three daysle then with his hand and leg paralysed lay on the bed until
he died in about maybe 187He was suffering from "congestion'hich means a stroke and its
aftereffects She said that her husband fell down and became paralyssdshe told them the

news that they could not go back to Peros Banlktes son, in his statement, said that from 1971
onwards hidather, distressed #te loss of his home and way of life, had had heart problems and
died of a heart attack in May 18.7Mrs Elyse said thafter they had tried to return to Chagos in
1968 they were living in one room with just one mattress, paying Rs 150 rent, but dyentual
theycould not pay even thafThey had left with all their savings which were Rs 10,0@/hile

they were in the island they got lots of rice d&mddstuffs given to themAll their personal
possessions were left behind theAdter one month and aalf they went to live in another

houseand she found domestic work and paid Rs 200 a mditlke described the severe

difficulties of life on Mauritius She went to stay with henother for about six years because

she could no longer afford the reiIrs Elyse then said that when she left Peros Banhos for
Mauritius sheéhad gone to stay with her mother, who had come for a stomach operation before
her, and she had stayed with her for two to three mdetfuse taking a houseNhen she had

said that she ltastayed six years with her mother, her head had been spirBlireghad gone to
staywith her mother first then to a family where she had to pay Rs 150 a .m8n¢hhad got

money from her brother, who worked in the doaidsen she first arrivedAlthough her

statement said that after she had seen Rogers & Co they found a small plot of land and squatted
on it, building a small shelter with tin and wood and lived there for twenty years, she had said in
her evidence how they rented hous8se saidhe reaon for the contradiction was because her
head was turning and she was distresSdtey were now living in a house made b8auth

African company with four rooms and a drainage system, and had been for 14 years; previously
she had bought land but themmmodation had been very bahe was still working as a maid,
because the pension was insufficielitshe got ill, she got frebealthcare at the hospital but she

had to pay to get there if someone could not take Although her statement said ttete had

no "effective access" to healthcare in Mauritius, she agreed that she had said that she had been to
hospital recently, but she said that she hadight to free transport and free medicine, but she
goes to hospital when she has the morglye reeived treatment for dizziness anental

health, her eyes and stomach.

196. Mrs Jaffar said she had gone to Mauritius in@.98he and her mother were told (it
appears in 1967) by Rogers & Co that the islandshiead sold by Mauritius, she did not say t
whom, in return for independenc@&heir personal possessions also were left on SaloMdren
they were told that they could not go back to Salomon they were staying with a neighbour and



she had to leave school and abandoredercation in order to find jobh Her mother had been
unable to find work in Mauritius because she had become mad by that time; her witness
statement said that her mother had been able to get a job after twoMeaydhad had to rent a
house made of corrugated iron with mmnng water or toilet facilities.

197. She said that her stéather whom she called Sinevessel, but is clearly Seeneevassen,
stayed behind on Salomon until 1973, which drb&emother mad because he came with

another womanThis was in a response to doeents suggesting that her stiegher

(Seeneevassen) returned from Salomon in 1967 to live nearby and that another gentleman was
actually living with them, in Cassis, (7/124260 and following which is a list of those

displaced by December 1971 who ree€iypension, outdoor relief or family allowance.) She
deniedthat she had mentioned her stather in her statement, although paragraph 11 refers to
him. Various documents were put to her (relatiodlois listed by the Mauritius Government as
having bea stranded when contracts were not renewed and for whom relief payments had
stopped) which suggested that her dtgher (Seeneevassen), his "concubine”, as they put it, and
four children had arrived from Salomby October 1968 but she denied that thas wossible

and said that it showed that the British and Mauritian Governments did sonfeikeyg5521,

499, 469 and following) She was not the child referred to because she was already married by
March 1968 and her daughteaid been born therThis material supports the basic point that her
family was stranded when she was about 14 (she was born in 19520t kg detail of the
circumstances as she variously describedt s quite plain that some llois received some public
assistance, whiclhéwitness statements do not address.

198. Marcel Moulinie, according to the unsigned 1977 statement, had been asked in 1968 by
the Deputy Colonial Secretary to produce a-fpearplan for all of the Chagos Islands within

one week He thought he coulddlit in a month and was extremely optimistic about the
economicfuture of the Chagos Islands based on the quality of the coconuts and ¢leasaid

he received no serious response to the plan from Bidiinistrators He recalled the period
between 196and 1970 as a period of increasing labour requiremetgsyas unable to recruit
thelabour he required because a limit of 250 was put on at the end of 196Boni ®ct, the
workforce was depleting because some whodlieftnot return and houses redying

unexpectedly emptyHe had to reduce the labour on the outlying areas; John Todd had refused
him further labour intakes in about February.

199. He agreed orally, however, that, in March 1968, the population of Chagos appeared to be
138 male adus, (15/396 and 5/400), so that thmit of 250 did not look as though it was close

to being exceededMoul i ni e & Cobds | etter of 1049, May
saying that the company was not going to recruit more, because there werle @neady,
accordingly appeared not to relate to the liofi250 as opposed to the needs of the island
plantations He said on two or three occasions, when questioned about this, that evenghing
very uncertain and they did not really know what waisgon in this period The 250 limit on

the number of labourers was for mébourers on Diego Garcia because the British were going
to pick up the bill for expenditure under the draft management agreemenpasated, and so

they were concerned ababie number of labourers, but who was employed within those figures
was left to the companyMr Moulinie denied that any instructions had been given by him to
Rogers & Co not to allow back people who had left the islaktis unclehad never told him so

19



to instruct Rogers & Co and had never said that Mr Todd had told him to instruct Rogers & Co,
nor was he aware of amystruction from Mr Todd to Rogers not to let people badke was
uncertain in his evidence about the evolution of the population amddbetion in llois families

in the early 197QsOver 1967 to 1968 there were a gradual reduction in the numbers of workers
and it was difficultto get them back, probably because the islands were being evacdated
thought requests for labour might lealveen refused but coydint to no occasion when that
happened His perspective was clearly that of the plantation managerhad heard in 1969 of
people nobeing allowed back, but Rogers & Co had never told them that they had got
instructions not t@llow people back He had never heard of tikases spoken of by the

individual Chagossian witnesses of people never being allowed bickid notice that people

had left and neverame back Their notebook with the cash would be sent back to the
Seyclelles by the Head OfficeWhen asked whether islanders coocdstmmunicate with those

who had left, he said they used the Met Office for communication, even those who could not
read or write; thergvere BIOT stamps and a post office but he did not know mawy islanders
sent letters He was unable to shed any light on the request@dradditional workers in

November 198. He said it was because of the oil fuel that the Captain of the "Mauritius”
refused to take 100eople.

200. On 1st November 1968h¢ FCO wrote to the BIOT Commissioner, (5/596), classifying
the BIOT inhabitants for the purposes of the propdsgidlation on immigration and citizenship,
pointing out that it was the citizens of the United Kingdom and Colonies or those who held dual
citizenship of the United Kingdom and Colonies and Mauritius who really concerned the FCO
and on which further information was requir@dyticularly as to their numbers.

201. Meanwhile, the uncertainty as to the American position continued as the then
Administration in Washington came to an efithe US positiorwas that it hoped that no

decision would be taken to redeploy workers from Diego Garcia to the other two islands in case
one day thédmericans wished to use those other islands for defence puiguudeeople then

had to be moved on a second time, but on the otheribaad not necessary to clear those other
islands at this stage.

202. The debate within the FCO about the legal status of the inhabitants of BIOT continued
with a r esp @nosedront Miss Wawsook thhesNlat@nality and Treaty Department
of the FCO Issue was taken in it with the definition of a "Belonges™'Belonger" had to have
anunrestricted right of entry to that territorffhe concept of being a "Belonger" was more
relevant to immigration than to passport purpogegssports were not relevant to rights of entry
into the UK and Colonies, (19/606(a)Ir Aust riposted, (19/606C), on 7th November 1968
saying that he found it ver ytelwnichdquite Granidyplmme nt
found muddled!" Her views were dissectedlangth "Belonger” status was irrelevant to the law
of immigration into the United KingdomHe dealt with the issues which might arise urttier
Commonwealth Immigrants Acts 196218668 and the grounds upon which citizens of the UK
and Colonies might be subject to immigratamtrol As if to end the debate, he said that his
minute had been approved by the legal advisers to the Passport Office and to the Migdation
Visa Departrant.



203. On 8th November 1968, the FCO prepared a chronological summary of events relating to
the establishment of BIOT, which is an interessngnmary of events between 1962 and 1968
and gives some insight into what were the international politicalezos of the US and UK
Governments, (5/608)In its introduction, it says that in creating the new territory of BIOT, the
intention had been to make available defence purposes "islands with few or no permanent
inhabitants, under direct British admitmetion”. This would ensure maximum securitytefiure
and freedom from political pressurehose pressures from hostile governments and
governments concerned about US defdacdities in the Indian Ocean are set out in the
subsequent historyA series of largely handwritten notes, dating between November 1968 and
April 1971, contain internal minutes passing between members of the BIOT Administration,
including the Commissioner, the Seycheklgrney General and the BIOT Administrator,
(19/368(b)) On 8th November 1968, the Attorney General for the Seychelles stateddabatél
there is no need for an immigration law to solve the resettlement probenthere is a need to
have some immigration law on te&tute book to control entry into BIOTOn 17th December
1968, Mr Todd, recognising that the llois had rights as citizens of the UK alodiies, stated
(19/368(c))

"This right, however, seems to be modified by their right to enter private property, which
still remains the status of theBIOT islands except for Nelsorin these circumstances,

it would seem better to continue to exercise immigration contifmough contracts than

to risk difficulties which could arise over the issue of travel documents."

204. On 23rd November 1968,¢BIOT Commissioner wrote to the FCO following his visit

in November 1968 with the Administrator to the Chaigtends and the continuing uncertainty

as to the US longerm requirements for islands other than Diego Gartiee Commissioner

said thathe slands were slowly running down for the lack of labour and lack of reinvestment
He maintained his previous preferences ovemtliet er nat i ves and said t hat
to reinvest or to increase labeimrce (other than by remportation of appsximately 100lois

now in Mauritius) until comparatively lorterm defence requirements are knowihe present
labourforce on Peros and Salamon veamy half that needed for care and maintenance and a
breakeven operation, and only one third of thate®sary for a profitable operatiomhe
alternatives were to clear the whole Archipelago which would be a "culpable waste of a fine
asset, and wholly untimely by any standasfishich we are aware", or to clear Diego Garcia
and fully redevelop the oth@lands which would mean trebling labour on those islandsvibit
only a small increase over the Archipelago as a whole, a further alternative was to forget the
defence facility and to exploit in full "whabuld be a small goldmine*,(5/643)(DR) The

BIOT Commissioner two days later pressed for an early decision in order "to facilitate
resettlement plans"He sent a further dispatch on 28th November 196¢8/646)(D) He

identified two overlapping problemsow to makehe best use of Chagos asemonomic asset

and how to fit the resettlement of the llois into the necessary overall plan for Cliagoghe

full development of Peros Banhos and Salomon alone would require an increase in labour force
which would absorb not merely the llois Dirego Garcia but those in MauritiudBecause the
present labour force was insufficient to maintain the islands, he estimated that a furtimam530
would be required if the maximum use were to be made of all three islands, and some 310 on
Salmon and Peros BardoHe set out @aentative estimate of the investment costs required but
concluded that the yield "is so good as to demand further actid@m¥was convincethat the



islands "could be made a paying proposition” and urged that Moulinie & Co be asked to giv
preliminary estimates for the costagveloping the islands to the point where the future policy
could be decided upon as soon as the American intentions wereldteaaid thatf useful

plans were to be made "we cannot afford to wait for their ecen the use of the Chagos
islands before beginning work on ttletailed planning” The FCO agreed to the Commissioner
approaching Moulinie & Coin that way but said that the working assumption haaktthat the
Americans wished Diego Garcia to beared Indeed on 19th December 1968 following a
discussion between the FCO and the BExdbassy in Washington that working assumption was
confirmed But it was recognised that the deteriorating condition of the plantatieast that
planning meanwhile haib go ahead on investment, (5/651, 652).

205.

206. The year ended with a further despatch of 23rd December 1968 from the BIOT
Commissioner to the FCO on BIOT citizenship and immigratimmtrol,** (5/655)(D) He said
that it seemed that everyone ag¢gent in BIOT "with the exception of a few children born of
llois stock sincehe creation of BIOT" can claim a right to enter either Mauritius or Seychelles
A number might also be able to claim on citizenship grotinelsight to enter BIOT He

contirued

"But the BIOT islands until 1967 were either privately owned or leased apbdenbad a
right to be on the islands othiman by virtue of his employment by the owner or lessee
Although the islands have now been acquired by the Crowipotsigon has not
fundamentally changedThe islands are in private ownership of the Crown, run as
coconut plantations arttiere is no public land in the sense of land to which the public
has an absolute right of accegshe right to reside on thelands has herefore, | assume,
remained dependant on employment on the island and | am advised that a refusal to
employee a person would owede his right of entry based on citizenship."

206. This meant he said "that fune has an absolute right either to enteearain in BIOT"
He continued:

"4, We have never envisaged difficulties with settlement except in the case of the
llois and it was with the intention of ensuring their right@&ntry to Mauritius that we
drafted the immigration legislation."

207. Although it had been intended that the llois should all be in possession of Mauritius
travel documents "it now seems that many of them ciogleéad ask to be issued with a BIOT
travel document” This would further complicate the issue and accordinglyebemmended

that itwould be better for the time being "to continue to control entry to BIOT by means of the
labour contracts, rather than introduce sepagratmits and require everyone to have a travel
document”.

208. The Commissioner recognised thathié Chagos or indeed only Peros Banhos and
Salomon were worked as plantations, the llois in Maurg¢add be reemployed without
difficulty, but that if the whole of Chagos were abandoned there would only be 2,000 acres of



coconutplantation within BIOTon Farquhar and Des Roches plus the virtually uninhabitable
island of Aldabra The point has some importance.

"In these circumstances employment would not be available for the Ilois and a
documentary right of rentry would become valueless unless tiji@vere to be supported
on these islands as permanent Government pensioners."

209. Again it was a question of a decision needing to be taken on the future of Chagos in order
that the problem could be tackled, but till theathing should be done to "embass the

position" and the issue of BIOT travel documents would do just #hatordingly he
recommendedgainst immigration control on the lines proposed so far as labour was concerned,
although it might be necessary to have some meacsntfolling casal visitors Accordingly

the immigration legislation should have provisions enabling the plantation employees to be
exempted He pointed out that the manner of the creation of BIOT and the "individual

sociological pattern of the islands”, and the sitragienerallywas likely to remain uniqueThe

debate therefore continued; no line had been laid down, no final decision taken about the role of
immigrationlegislation.

210. On 7th January 1969 the BIOT Administrator asked Mr Moulinie to prepare dewvatbpm
plans for each of the main island groups ie Di€gucia, Peros Banhos and Salomon in order

that a decision could be made on what development was to be undertaken as soon as a decision
on Diego Garcia was taken, (6/66 However, at the same time t@®@mmissioner wrote to the

FCO enclosing population tables accuratecimployed persons but less accurate so far as

children were concernedl he working population for Diego Garcia including 12 children and

87 women was 247, (6/672).

211. On 3rd February969 the US Embassy wrote to the Defence Department of the FCO
informing it that the Diego Garcia project had bé&srluded in the budget request presented to
Congress but that it would not be considered by Congress until March or April; many matters
could not be answered until the hearings were completed, (6/6H&)author of the letter said

"as indicated i n 2R welhae ro elans fér the lise i Bevos Babhes and
Salomon islands, with the proviso that the absence of current mlassdt preclude

consideration of using other islands in the Chagos Archipelago should this become desirable at
some later time" There was no objection tdoulinie being asked to draw up plans for

expanded development on those two islands but that vegcsto the understanding that
consideration of the use of those islands had not been precllideas estimated that all

migrant labourers would need to be removed fidiego Garcia on six months notic&he US

agreed that it would be politically unsé to relocate Diego workers on Mauritius where it was
acknowledged that there were serious unemployment problems and stated that therefore the US
agreed to the use of Peros Banhos@aldmon islands to flecate them He expressed concern
about the prposal, of which nothing had come, to transport 50 Chagosléloonrers on

Mauritius to Diego Garcia.

212. The UK mission to the UN urged the FCO to speed up the arrangements under which all
llois would be accepted as Mauritian or SeychelloighHerpurpses of presenting its case,
should it prove necessary to do so, at the YU{6/682)(P) The FCO responded to the US letter



on 6thFebruary 1969, (6/689)t referred to the two solutions to the problem posed by the US
requirement that Diego Garcia beaeuated Thefirst solution would involve the transfer of the
population to Peros Banhos and Salomon followed by the abandonment of the Diego Garcia
coconut plantations and the development of those on Peros Banhos and Salomon to employ not
only the Diegoworkers but the llois iMauritius. But in order for Moulinie & Co, to be

persuaded to continue to manage those plantations "they would have to be sure of sufficient
security of tenure to make the work and investment worthwhiléis was estimated bié

BI OT Commi ssioner t o withesoma fravisidns f@& Gompeeasatiorsifdoc t enur
earlier repossession for defence purposes was requitelUS were asked to agree that those

two islands could be exploited economically for a period of 20 yeHlng alternative solution

would be to clear the whole population of the Chagyus to relocate in the Seychelles and

Mauritius

"In UN terms, this would be the ideal solution since we could argue that there are no

i nhabitant s 6 : thiniyy wittardinal impantanéelsiac@ the only

| egiti mate way in which BI OT could be rais
and our obligation to the inhabitant®n the other hand, we could have considerable

difficulty in persuading the Mauritian Government to take the @auritian llois and

we could also be criticized in humanitarian terms for uprooting people fittwe Chagos

and depriving them of a livelihood ther&/e must bear in mind that these people are

expert only in Copra producton and that there is no outlet for their skills in Mauritius."

213. Mr Aust commented on the BI OT Commi ssioner
Immigration Ordinance of 23rd December 19686/693)(ND); ingeneral, he said it analysed

the problemcorrectlyl t al so i dentified the problsellm as " h
g ovVver ni n guihinthe meaning of Aricle 73 of the UN Chartelf it were not decided

to remove all the inhabitants "certain legal measures will halie taken so that wean present

a reasonable argument based on the proposition that the inhabitants of BIOT are merely a

floating population” He referred to three measures which were essefitist, to retain the

system of yearly contracts and to avoid the creati@amppermanent settlements so that the

|l abour force and their families could "truly
inhabitants including contract labour should be brought under immigration control under a new
Immigration Ordinance to benacted as soas possible; labourers should not be exempt; third,

should any inhabitant of BIOT who is a UK citizen apply for a passport the BI@Ernment

should not issue it; it should be issued either by the Seychelles Government on its behalf or the

High Commissioner in Mauritius drehalf of the Government of Seychelles.

214. He identified a longer term problem presented by children born in BIOT after 8th

November 1965 but born before the date of Mauritidependence on 12th March BO&Gome

of those and even some born after that date would be dual UK and Mauritius citzgmeost

would be only UK citizens After those children reached adulthood and ceased to be dependent

on their fathers they would lose the rightetater Seychelles or Matius. "Thus in about 14

years a new class of persons will emerge who will have no automatic right of entry to either
Mauritius or SeychellesThey woul d be able to legitimately
the sense that they have no unrestricigit of entry elsewhere (not even to the United

Kingdom)." He suggested three solutiornietal evacuation now or in the near future, or



amendment to Seychelles immigration law or assurances, about the movement of such persons
from the Seychelles Governmte The last twowvould not be enforceable once Seychelles had
become independent.

215. The UK mission to the UN did not agree with the analysis of the problem set out in the
6th February 1969 memo from the FCO to theBEnsbassy; (6/695)(P) It thoughtthat it

would be possible to maintain that the territory had no settled population and that the small
numberof people living there were for the most part transients, and that argument could continue
to be used even if the llois moved to Peros BarimotSalomon It pointed out that BIOT had

been referred to in the Committee of 24 every year since 1966 and the Committee had declined
to recognize the separate existence of the territory.

216. The position taken by the FCO on 14th February 1969 to the Bi@imissioner was

t hat Diego Garcialbs eva euwaeaationohPerasBanhasande r equi
Salomon would not beThe two alternatives being studied were théooation of labour to

Peros Banhoand Salomon or the evacuation of the whol€b&gos Further information was

required was required for a decision to be maaleeportfrom Moulinie in relation to Peros

Banhos and Salomon, and information from the High Commissioner in Mauritius for the latter,
(6/697).

217. In order to make progss in considering the latter alternative, the FCO asked the High
Commissioner about the likely reaction of the Mauritkmvernment to the removal of all llois
to Mauritius and the likely resettlement costs thdtevas presumed that the Mauritius
Govenmentwould expect the UK Government to accept some responsibility for the llois
already in Mauritius and sought information about whether haglybeen able to find
employment, (6/698).

218. On 20th February 1969 Mr Moulinie sent to the BIOT Administratbat appeared to be
some very skimpy calculations covering a fix@arperiod which were then passed to the FCO,
(6/699) On 20th February 1969 the UN political department of the FCO wrote to the Defence
Policy Department of the FCO dealing with the coemts on the letter of 6th February to the US
Embassy It said "We in this Department acencerned that the picture being put forward of a
possible return of the llois to Mauritius is one involving the dumping of unemployaliles in
heavily overpopulatd island of Mauritius against the protest of an indignant Mauritius
Government not to mention the lloithemselves" It suggested that Agalega which was outside
BIOT but within the control of Mr Moulinie be investigated as a placedeettlement on

coconut plantationsAgalalega was under Mauritian jurisdiction.

219. On 21st February 1969 the FCO responded to the UK mission to the UN,

(6/702)(ND) It agreed that there was a prospect thaigherance and confused thinking
prevailing in interndbnal circles on this island "could enable us to dodge the real issues" in the
first instancenvhen the Diego project was announc@&lit the lack of publicity and interest so far
could not be taken as a lasting cause for complacerature hostility coud be anticipated from
Afro-Asian countries It said



"B. 't 1 s now extremely doubtful whether

that the inhabitants aessentially a migratory force."

This followed the discovery in 1968 that nearly ha#f 81OT population were at least second
generation inhabitants, "the-salled 6 | | oTiherédwere 434 of thenHe said that in 1966

"we thought that there were many fewer second generation inhabitants themdtinsany case
we had hoped to disposétbe llois problem while Mauritius was still a ColonyPercipiently,

the author commented that neither in the longer nor the shorter term could the possibility be
excluded

"That this sempermanent population will find themselves in the internatitnadlight

e I f attenti on weshauld findiadificult toassert that BIOT is not
a osebgpoverning territoryd anrespettbfitundewe
Chapter Xl of the Charterin particular, we should find it égsemely difficult to deny that

had

t

wehads uf fi ciently honoured or are now honour

their political, economic, social andeducational advancement”.

A contrast was drawn between the case presented in respect of Gamdltae residents of this
dependency There weredistinctions which could be drawn by reference to their Mauritian
citizenship, but nonetheless UK legislation had accorded ttierenship of the UK and
Colonies as well and there would be some wheeveetly citizens of the UK and Coloniek

was said "ourstrongest card is the fact that the llois are still contract labourers with Mauritian
citizenship, but until we can judge whether therais/ prospect of returning them to a
Mauritian island, itcould be unwise to refer to them as essentially migratorjis, however,
represented preliminary thinking.

220. On 22nd February 1969, the potential development of Peros Banhos or Salomon for a

twenty year period was rejected by the US, wisiied hat such a proposal would seriously
derogate from the principles underlying the 1966 agreements which the US interpreted as
authorising the transfer of local workers elsewhere, the curtailment or closure of economic
activity including copra plantations, @makingthe UK Government responsible for relocation
costs The US, therefore, did not wish to enter into a twenty yeamdssifing commitment,

(6/708) Their acquiescence to the resettlement of Chagos copra workers on Peros Banhos and

Salomon was witla caveat that it should nptejudice the use of those islands ultimately for
defence purposeslhat remained the US position, even though such use and exclusion of
workers from those islands was not at present foreddenement of workers, however oim
Diego Garcia was seen as prematuradwance of a Congressional decision on the proposal.

221. The other strand in the resettlement options was dealt with by the High Commissioner to

Mauritius in a telegram to the FCO on 25th Febrd®§9, (6/710) It said that the Mauritius

Government would be unlikely to welcome the return of some 250 families "except on generous

compensation terms" because of the already high unemployment rate .of2@culation of
the lowest resettlement costs which couldebeisaged was presenteitl covered lowcost

housing, relief work payments and family allowance for three years, totalling per family 7,700

A

Rupeesor£600stering t cautioned that three year so
"generous or indeed adeate in light of neampossibility of finding suitable employment”

r

paym



There was no copra industry and there would be an increased pressure on educatiwaiand
facilities, social and community servicel was unlikely that many of those already iraiitius
from BIOT had found employment atide Mauritius Government would almost certainly expect
them to receive the same treatment as those who might later be displaced.

222. The UK Mission to the UN responded to the letter of 21st February 1969 lon 26t
February 1969 (6/711)lt noted that the llois were verguch in the majority on Peros Banhos
and Salomon, but made up only one third of the total population of 380 on Diego. Gdrisia
would stillenable the Mission to maintain, at least in relat@®iego Garcia, that the small
number of people were for the most part transieRiswever, it was recognised that the position

based on the character of the population of the Chagos as a whole was much less tenable than

had previously been thought, attat it would certainly be difficult to maintain the defensive
position suggested in respect of Diego Gai€igeros Banhos and Salomon were also at issue”
The strongest card was said to be that the llois are resident in the islands by \ddneact
arrangements and are entitled to Mauritian citizenship.

223. Internal FCO minute’ (6/712)(ND) referred to increasing interest in offering llois the
opportunity to go to Agalega when their contraetpired in BIOT It commented "there is, of

course no raison doé°tre for the Il1lois in BI OT wi

everything else is provided by their employém the past they have commuted between
contracts to & from Mauritius" There was nathought to be a human rights objectiorthe
removal of migratory workers if they wished to mo\But there was a risk over the question of
nationality An official advised "We must be very careful not to let it appear that our object in

moving the llois out of BIOT altogether ispoevent her e bei ng an oO0indigeno

would be British citizens and not citizens of Mauritius".

224. In March 1969, the PIOD of the FCO, which at this time had responsibility for BIOT,
produced a draft working paper on the relocation opthatation workers from Diego Garcia on
to Peros Banhos and Salomon, (6/71Bhis also involved looking at the position of the llois
familiesalready living in Mauritius The development plan prepared by Moulinie over a period
of five years was described, togethwith itslabourforce requirements, and the sum of £61,250
capital expenditure on housing and social services in addition to the investment requed
plantations of £126,@ It was recognised that, if the plantations were to be successfully
devdoped, a longterm basis would beequired, say fifteen years, in order to justify the
substantial capital expenditure required over the first five ydatkeed, it was only aftehe

first five years that there would be a return sufficient to begirifseiothe investmentNo
commercial operator would be likely to rithe capital involved without certainty of tenure
including a compensation clause for termination of the agreeriéet alternative would bier
HMG to provide the capital and run theaptations through a manager who would receive .a fee
Taking account of the average pricecob pr a, t he Commi ssioner 06s
plantations on Peros Banhos and Salomon could be run at a profit but couldegarded as an
enterprise capablof earning really substantial profits, or weather in a serious recession in the
copra market Although theadults from Diego Garcia could be accommodated, there were a
number of growing children who would require employment and &ooggerterm problenof
population increase, although the movement out of Chagos would offset that if contacts with
Mauritius weremaintained.

\



225. Mr Aust returned to the Immigration Ordinance in a note of 5th March ¥969,
(6/717)(ND), to Mr JerromHe said that immigradin legislationvould be needed, whether there
was total evacuation of the whole of Chagos or permanent resettlement on Peros Banhos and
Salomon, otemporary resettlement on Peros Banhos and Saloimerdescribed the provisions
of the draft Ordinance whicrequired anybody entering @maining in the territory to be in
possession of a pass, the issue of which would be at the entire discretion of the immigration
officer, whosedecision would be appealable only to the BIOT Commissiohevould be

unlawfu for somebody who needed a pass to enter or rewitiout one Provisions for

removal for those whose presence was unlawful were inclusledust commented that if there
were to bepermanent resettlement on Peros Banhos or Salomon, these provisidehs wo
obviously be too severe because a permanent resident slobidd required to apply every four
years for a pass to remain in the coloifjthere were to be temporary settlement of the llois
from DiegoGarcia on Peros Banhos or Salomon, or if thegBkas a whole were to be totally
evacuated, Mr Aust advised that very rigorous contxolsld be neededif the Chagos were to
be totally evacuated "there must be no permanent population”, and if the resettlement were
temporary "until a final decision teken, we must continue to treat the inhabitants as a floating
population” otherwise total evacuatiwmould be politically very difficult” The power of
removal, to which objection had previously been raised, was acceptable in view of the
discretionarypower which it gave to the Commissioner as to whether to make an Order
removing somebodylt was to be assumed that tiemmissioner would act properly and not
deport a person who could not get entry elsewhere.

226. A draft submission for Ministers to rkato the Prime Minister was circulated amongst
officials for comment on 1st April 1969,(6/724)(P) It would deal with the arrangements for

the future of the population of Diego Garcia and the other islands in the Chagos group within
BIOT. A recommendtion was made that the Foreign Secretary should send a minute to the
Prime Minister seeking approval for the evacuation ofGhagos, which had been cleared at
official level with other relevant departmentfhe background to the submission referrethto
problemof the population as being "highly complex and difficult” and one which had been
actively and comprehensively considered within the For&itfice and with the Treasury and
Ministry of Defence for many months'hey had now reached an agreeelwi'and the Treasury

in particularhave made it clear that they would be strongly opposed to any alternative solution
which would entail opeiended, longerm financiakesponsibility for the population of the
Chagos.' A note at the bottom of the draftlsmission, regretting its length, said that as islands
had ahabit of causing troubles "it seems important that Ministers should have access to the full
facts".

227. It appears that "Paper No 3 The problem of the people living in the Chagos Archipelago”
was attached to the draft submission, but it isaledar whether ultimately it was attached to the
minute sent to the Prime MinisteThe paper referred to it being understood, as a general
proposition, "that the cost of resettling elsewhere the peoplecatiid no longer make a living

in the Chagos Archipelago because ofdbastruction of defence facilities there would be met

by the British Government”, (6/726Yhere had been no precise definition of who wdadd

entitled to resettlement or what refstient would cover The llois were said to be those who



can claim to have their main roots@iagos Mr Allen relied strongly upon a comment in the
paper that since the creation of BIOT and the purchase of the islands by the Crown in
1967

"The relatonship of the United Kingdom Government with the peapl€hagos has
been a dual one:

f(a) That between the government of a colony and the people living in it, either on

a fairly temporary basis or those whaould claim, as in the case of the llas,
substantial connexion with a colony (in
is concerned);

f(b) The relationship between a landowner and employees/tenants who make a
livelihood on his land.

It was said that in 1965, when BIOT was establishedur i nf or mati ond was th
the Chagos consistedmost entirely of contract labourers and their dependants from Mauritius

or Seychelles, employed by the then lessediseoland and living in housing provided by their

employers It wasthought that almost all of them were relatively siertninhabitants on

contracts, which they might or might not renewt wa s , however, Known t hz¢
n u mb e rlléis (im dne estimate not more than 200) who could be regarded as libgir

permanent homes in Chagos."

228. The intention had been that although BIOT was a colony, it was not to fall within the
scope of Chapter XI of the UN Charterhe object ofts creation was to obtain unrestricted use
of the islands It continued

"7. The longterm expectation was that when defence needs arose, the inhabitants of
the islands would be &osthsi®gimetbyeHMGBIntheut si de o
shortt er m, it was hoped to establishséhabd the

Mauritius or toSeychelles having unrestricted rights of entry to one or the other territory
This would have allowed us to issue them with only tempaesigence permits to stay

in BIOT. At the time it was envisaged that we should then haebkstied a situation in
which there were nandividuals with claims on BIOT or without claims on either
Mauritius or Seychelles."”

229. A formula had been worked out for use at the UN in 1966 which referred to the essential
character of the labour as a matpry labousforce.

230. The paper continued, however, that between 1966 and 1968 it had become clear that the
number of people who could claim to be llois wgasater than estimated and that although the
number was still small they "present a more awkiyaoblem of status than had bdereseen'

They were included among those who automatically became Mauritian citizens on independence
and it was said that aftexdependence "they no doubt continued to regard themselves as
Mauritians and they are pratlsg so regarded by the GovernmentMduritius". But a right to
citizenship of the UK and Colonies could not be taken away, nor could the possibility be



removed that some mightaim to regard themselves as people of Chagde total llois
population 0fLl28 on Diego Garcia and 434 on the total Chagos was sePatdagraph 13 of the
paper said:

"The llois, island born, clearly have a more substantial connexion with Chagos
Although as noted above they still regarthemselves as Mauritians, theyalsok on
themselves as Chagos islandersiey have some experience of movemehbetween the
atolls Some are second generation, a few thifle men are contract labourers and they
go to Mauritius, where many have family connexions, from timeitoet These visits

to Mauritius have an element of leave about them aiod many years it has been

normal for them to be rengaged, although some have been refused on grounds of bad
conduct In summary, while being accepted as Mauritians they earedparded as having
their main roots in Chagos,although their continued presence in Chagos has always
depended on their being employed there."

231. There were no accepted rules of international law regarded the responsibilities of States
to permit tle entry of their own citizens when thastzens are also citizens of another state

The argument that they should be permanently resettled in Mauritius despite their citizenship of
the UK and Colonies might rebound if the llois regarded Chagos ashtme@ The paper said:
"Whilst it is legally possible for us to enact legislation which could permanently exclude them
from BIOT, we could not of course adminisgerch a legislation in such a way as to deprive

them of any right of entry anywheréor example, if Mauritius were to change its immigration
legislation, which at the moment gives all Mauritius citizens (including dual citizens) an
unrestricted right of entry to MauritiusAs we havedone this in the case of our own citizens
(Kenya Asians) ifs theoretically possible that Mauritius might do the same."

232. The draft Immigration Ordinance would be necessary, it was said, were Chagos to be
evacuated and during any interim period prior to a filegision being takenThe

Commissioner would hava discretion to allow a person whose presence in BIOT was unlawful
to stay, if thatperson could not lawfully enter any other country or his entry to a particular
country would cause troublél'he problem of the children tfiose llois who were born i

Chagos part of BIOT after Mauritian independence on 12th March 1968, who would only be
citizens of the UKand Colonies, was referred to as a problem for fourteen to fifteen years hence,
and they could truly claim to be "Belongers" of BIOT unigss|lois were removed outside

BIOT.

233. The continued occupation of Peros Banhos and Salomon, although a partial solution to
resettlement, would not solve the problem of natistatius and indeed would make the problem
worse as time went orirhe problem ofesettlement would merely have been postponed if the
atolls were to be evacuated later, and if not there would be continuing financial commitment and
an increasing political commitmen©n theother hand, evacuation of the whole of the Chagos

and resettlemnt would be intended to remove the difficulties of national status onderaaiti

It would require the coperation of the Mauritian Government and the acquiescence of the
people concernedHowever, in thaevent, resettlement, while it would not diep the dual

citizens of their UK and Colonies citizenship, would put the UK Government on stamiger

ground in refusing them entry to Chagdshe llois were described as "simple islanders, not



versed in the obscure problems of thetional statusotu ¢ h e d 0 n The Banwnissioger
feels that there is a probability that they would prefer to stay in Chagosttaheo be resettled
elsewhere; but no doubt much will depend on the arrangements which can be made for them,
especially for housingndemployment".

234. Afifth BIOT working paper of April 1969, on evacuation and resettlement, gave the total
llois population of the Chagos as 434, of whom &@8e on Diego Garcia, (6/739Y hat figure
included men, women and childrefhere were also®Mauritians and 317 Seychellois on the
Chagos, of whom respectively 22 and 230 were on Diego Garbia existence of the 370 llois

on Mauritius already, thought to be awaitimgemployment on Chagos, was referred to and it
was assumed that any publtatement on resettlement would lead some of them to &by
treated on the same basis as the llois in the Chafjwess main object of evacuation and
resettlement was seen to be the provisionsaflation once and for all to the latent political
problem of the continuing presence of the llois in Chagakhough the whole of the

Archipelago was being considered for evacuation, a different timescale could apply as between
Diego Garcia and Peros Banhos and Salanidre high unemployment rate in Mauriitself

and the difficulties and expense of finding suitable employment for any families returning from
the Chagos meant that a more satisfactory solution might be to negotiate resettlement of the
Mauritian citizens from Chagos on Agalegélas only cocaut producing island within

Mauritian territory It was said that this had been the original intention when BIOT was
established The unemployment rate o772 5% in the Seychelles was even worse than on
Mauritius but there were hopes with the new airpéegconomiacdevelopment The llois were
identified as presenting the main problem because they had traditionally worked and lived in
Chagos and had rgkills other than those of coconut plantation workdrise movement of this
class therefore "would imlve not only uprooting them frotheir traditional homes and settling
them elsewhere, but also providing them with a new livelihood, unless they can be resettled in an
areawhere a copra industry existsThere was no such industry on Mauritiusn appioach to

the Mauritius Government was necessary and itpeasted out that that Government could be
expected to negotiate for the best possible terms of resettlement in which humanitarian
considerations, as well as the need to avoid adverse publicity Wweddttors The continued

use of Peros Banhos and Salomon afteettauation of Diego Garcia, then envisaged for early
1970, could provide some valuable breathing spdtere was also attached a paper on

Agalega.

235. Lord Shepherd* (JR/3/256)(ND) agreeing with the submission to the Prime Minister,
said that although the numbers involved ing¢lkiacuation was small, they presented a serious
difficulty because of the severe unemployment problems in both the Seychelles and Mauritius
and "we must irist on these people being properly resettled and with reasonable prospects for
their future”.

236. On 21st April 1969, the Foreign Secretary sent a minute to the Prime Minister seeking his
approval for the clearance of all the Chagos islaridkeir inhaitants,* (6/745)(P) He asked

his colleagues to agree that "we should aim at the return of the inhabitants of the whole Chagos
Archipelago to the Seychelles and Mauritius and should enter negotiations with the Mauritian
Government to that end"The mirute set outhe background and referred to the need to consider
immediately what should become of the contract labourers at present working or(Iaieig0



and pointing out that that also called for a decision on the future of Peros Banhos and Salomon,
asthe only other inhabited atolls tife Chagos Archipelagdt was said

"4, € The problem of the future of these pe
plans, but the decision to proceed with a communication facility on Diego Garcia,
which will necessitate evacuating that atoll, has brouglitto a head.

fib. There is no ideal solutiont has always been envisaged that the population
should be resettled outside theBIOT as and when the islands become needed for
defence purposeOuraim must be to ensure the welfare ofthe people concerned, but
at the same time we must seek to | imit the
Government, as well as follow a course which is defensible in the United Nations and
which does at store us up greater trouble for the futurd agree with the conclusion
reached in the paper that, on balance, the best plaill be to try to arrange for these
people, all of whom are citizens of the United Kingdom and Colonies or Bfauritius

or both, to return to the Seychelles or Mauritid$ie people with whom we are
concerned are working the Chagos under contract and own no property or other fixed
assets thereHowever, some of them have established roots in Chagos arshbuld
naturally have wished to consult at least these in advance of aigcisions about their
future, if this had been possibl®fficials have examined closely the possibility of giving
them some element of choice, but have advised thawthgl seem wholly

impracticable We are not able, at this stage, in advance of talks with Mauritius, to
offer resettlement there as an option; and even if we coulthese workers might

express a preference to stay in Chagb$r i s €  w oewdreddrawbacksefrons our
own point of view."

237. The minute pointed out that the UK Government had undertaken to meet the cost of
resettlement of displaced labour, but further informatais needed in order to make a realistic
estimate for that cos The particular problem was seen in persuading the Mauritian Government
to accept the return of dual citizens there on reasonable.t@fegotiations to that end were
proposed with the Mauritius Governmerithe Foreign Secretary continued:

"We shouldnot seek agreement at any price, and it may later transpire that we are unable

to make fair and satisfactory arrangementswithe Maur it i ans for t hes
at a reasonable cost to ourselvéisvould then still be open to us to fall back leass
satisfactorysolutions such as the resettlement of some of the population of Diego Garcia

on Peros Banhos and Salomon and the development of thesettvol | s by Her Ma
Government This latter alternative is, however, one which we should tewtod, since

it might later involve movingpeople a second time for defence reasdnmight also

prove expensive in that continuing development and budgetary aid migdduised."

238. Attached as Annex A to the minute from the Foreign SecretahetBrime Minister was

a paper which reflected much that was inwlgking papers to which reference has already been
made, (JR/3/264)This referred to the small but growing number of workers and chilathen

were establishing claims to belong to thea@bs which could cause considerable problems in the
future, and some of whom might oday claim a right to remain in BIOT by virtue of their



citizenship of the UK and Colonied he plantations were run down because it hadaeh
possible to develop theproperly, pending decisions on defence use of the islahtien BIOT
was created, it was not envisaged theoelld be any permanent inhabitants and the problem of
the llois was, at present, not widely knawifi however, they remained within BIOWhether
resettled from one island to another, the risk of being forced to acknowledge UN Charter
responsibilities arose and it would be helpfny move could be presented as a change of
employment for contract worker3 he advantages of a shaerm soluion involving removal
from Diego Garcia to Peros Banhos and Salomon were outweighed by tierdong
disadvantages and there was an option of relocating timether islands in the Archipelago
The population of the Archipelago was a maximum of 800 hed84 llois were dual nationals
A relocation solution to another island within Chagos might not be in theirt@nginterests.

239. On 26th April, the Prime Minister signified his agreement to the proposal of the Foreign
Secretary that the Governmestitould aim at theeturn of the inhabitants of the whole Chagos
Archipelago to the Seychelles and Mauritius and should enter negotiations with the Mauritian
Government to that end, (6/752)he Chancellor of the Exchequer and the Secretary of State for
Defence also agreed, (6/753, 754).

240. The problem of those llois who had returned to Mauritius in 1967 and 1968 and who had
not been reengaged by Moulinie & Co was raisadain in May 1986. But the FCO minute

of 7th May 1969 appears to accept that mgtlshould be done at that stage about it, and it does
not suggest that the UK Government should do anything to help, (6/li58Jers to the llois

being left in Mauritius because Moulinie wouldt reengage them "owing to doubts about the
future of the plantations” It was unlikely that the numbers had changed because thebeéad

no sailings of the "Mauritius” from Mauritius to Chagddowever, the "Nordvaer" was due to
leave for the Chagos from Seychellegarly June 1969 and Seychellois woeléntually be

leaving Diego Garcia on.itMoulinie would wish to replace those who left "unlé@sstructed
otherwise’ The BIOT Commissioner sent a telegram to the FCO saying "on grounds of
administrative convenience, | should preafeinstruct Moulinienot to recruit replacements,

giving as reason that the whole question of future commercial exploitation isaordtleration

€ Moulinie wildl begi n r ec. rTheiprosaadcons df this urset hi s
of action were considered, thdyeing a conflict between the need to keep the plantations viable
as a fallback for resettlement of llois from Diego Garcia, but uncertaintytioe@vhole problem

of resettlement from the other islands in the Chagos which could be made more difficult with
increased recruitmenftTheadvice from the FCO to the BIOT Commissioner was that although
there was no ideal way of dealing with the situation "further recruitsfenmild be avoided on

this occasion unless you consider it feasible to limit further cantivasix months”, (6/766)Mr
Moulinie should be toldhat, pending a decision on the question of commercial development, it
would be preferable not to contract further labour at this stlgeould be helpful, said the

FCO, if information could be ohined about the number of persons and of what category whose
contracts woulgkxpire in the coming twelve months.

241. Mr Todd suggested, towards the end of May, that the proposed immigration legislation be
kept in cold storage, pending the commencemetiteotUS defence works and that contract
labourers be exempt from such immigration control and be dealt with through their employment
contracts, (6/763).



242. On 2nd June 1969, the FCO authorised the Mauritius High Commission to approach the
Prime Ministerof Mauritius to give him advance notioa a confidential basis that, under the

1966 agreement, the UK Government had approved in principle a US facility on Diego Garcia
subject toCongressional approval, in respect of which the secret hearings werdaabiaut,

(6/768) The Prime Minister should also be told that the Government would wish to enter

into confidential discussions with it later in the summer about arrangements for resettlement and
employment in Mauritius of the Mauritian citizens in&jos and of those who were already in
Mauritius but had been workers on the coplemtations Some 30 Seychellois families were

sent to Diego Garcia on t hlaforthdtionwakypravweddhst” ne xt
all llois contracts would expireithin the next six sailings, but that the great majority would
probably stay on as had been the practice ipdst The present labour force was already

below the minimum required and if six months passed without the replacement of labour, that
would be equivalent to commercial abandonment and would probably lead to Moulinie not
continuing his management, according todtgpatch from the BIOT Commissioner to the FCO.

243. Internally it was recognised that the resettlement discussions would alsdeitkbse
Mauritians "who wer e [|Mauritius' (6&7I71) €ha BGO sadamthet he b e
Bl OT Commi ssioner what was set out in the For
the effect that agreement was not to be sought on corafiensat any price, (6/772)There

were other, albeit less satisfactory, optioAslvice was also sought on whether the Seychelles

would seek assistance with any cost of resettlement or compensihemresentinderstanding

was that there would be ukely to be any political outctyThe Seychelles Governor replied to

the effect that the effect tfie Diego Garcia project would be to make 150 Seychellois labourers
redundant in Chagos but that there were projects, including the awbarh would pogntially

provide them with employment opportunities, particularly if they returned on a phased basis

Their position was seeas being better than that of the llois because of their being more likely to

be able to find work to which they were accustomedl they, inany event, had no possible

claim to a right to stay in Chagos, (6/775).

244. The FCO Defence Policy Department, writing to the UK Embassy in Washington,
described a meeting that had taken place in London witd $hEmbassy: (6/778)(ND)

Agalega had been discussed and Ministers needed to be satisfied that llois returned to Mauritius
"would notmerely languish there unemployed for the rest of their livé$ie problem was that

they were only skilled in copra and as there was smwpea indugy on Agalega, there were
advantages in their being-eenployed there He wished to emphasise the importance of a
confidentialadvocation to the Government of Mauritius of the secret Congressional hearings and
American contacts in Washington and Londasre@asked to be careful about divulging

inadvertently that certain Mauritians, that is to say the llois, might have "a special claim on us"
This wassaid to be of "cardinal importance".

245. The Claimants put some weight on the briefing of 24th Jun®,*9&/787)(P), from the
FCO to certain foreign missions on the Diego Gadleifence proposalA number of lines to
take in response to leaks or to questions following a public announcement were éteout
briefing note said



"We are anxious thatonpublicity should be given to the problem of these contract

labourers If asked about their futurgou would merely say that there would be detailed
talks between Her Majest yo0GoveGmeneaboutthent and
administrative aspects the Diego facility ¢ al | t he people on Dieg
Mauritanand Seychel |l ois | abourers working on cor
that the future of the plantations will naturally bdiscussed at these talks."

246. The reason fothis formula was so that it would apply equally to the llois "since we are
particularly anxious to avoid distinguishing betwéle@m and the purely migratory labourers”

It pointed out that neither the llois nor the Mauritian Government may have rehlsdtey
were entitled to dual citizenshifhe use of Agalega to absorb some of the displaced labour
continued to interest the BIOT Commissiomdro, on 1st July 1969, told the FCO of the way in
which Moulinie & Co had been impressed by progress orstiied and were interested in
further development, (6/787A)There was some potential for increased labdime FCO

briefed the Foreign Secretary for his meeting \ilith Prime Minister of Mauritius that the US
would wish the contract labourers from BeeGarcia to be resettled elsewhelde fact that
some might have dual nationality was not to be admitted to thePrime Minister of Madritius,
(6/789) (D) The FCO was anxious, even aftee meeting, that no distinction between mono
Mauritians and llas should be drawn in the eyes of the Mauritius Governmeoi804).

247. The BIOT Administrator presented t@-date population figures for June 1969 in

Chagos, (6/794)There were 129 llois on Diego Garcia outadbtal population of 38 189

were fychellois and 12 Mauritian€f the 129 llois, 27 were men, 30 women, and 57 children,
ie 30 lloisfamilies A similar breakdown was provided for Peros Banhos, where 140 of the total
population of 164 were llois, and on Salomon 153 otdt& populaton of 197 were llois A

table of resettlement of the population of Chagos indicated that the 129 llois from Diego Garcia
were tobe sent to Peros Banhos and Salomon in the first instaree would be a gradual
removal of population from those two isthgroups lateto be resettled in Agalega and

Mauritius When the Foreign Secretary and the Prime Minister of Mauritius met on 4th July
1969 and thguestion of the resettlement of the llois was raised, the notes record Dr Ramgoolam
saying that this potrhad been taken care of in 19@&&der the Defence Agreement, (6/800).

248. The question of whether and when immigration legislation should be introduced into
BIOT, which had been raised again between Mr Whitanadl Mr Aust in June, was dealt with on
8th July 1969 in a note from the FCO to the BIOT Administratdi§/803)(ND), saying that it
had beerlecided to postpone doing anything until the US proposals for the development of
Diego Garcia were definitelt did, however, comment thatmight be betér to use the word
"permit” rather than "pass" in the legislation because the latter had South African military
connotations If there were to be an exemption for llois, it would have to be on the basis that
they were contract labourers as Mr Aust had/irgsly advisedand this had to be stated
expressly in the Ordinance.

249. The Administrator of BIOT, together with Mr Marcel Moulinie, paid a further visit to the
Chagos in the latter part of July 226They found thathe plantation on Diego Garcia was
gradually becoming more overgrown as the number of workers on the island was insufficient,
(6/805) They were less overgrown on the other islantisere had been a decrease in the



population since 1967 of 155 and the main decreased®din the numbef Mauritians and

llois because the communications with the island were now being confined to the Seychelles
But it hadalso been difficult to obtain Seychellois for the Chagos and their numbers had also
declined The report followed a similar patteamd itsgeneral conclusion was that the islands
continued to be run satisfactorily on a care and maintenance basis and that the conditions of life
onthe islands remained acceptable, which was as much as could be expected under the current
restrictions The total population of Dieg&arcia following this visit was put at 319, of which

93 were llois, comprising 27 men, 21 women and 45 childféere were 121 llois on Peros
Banhos, comprising 22 men, 26 women, and 73 child@m Salomon there were 1368 out

of a total population of 182 (151 total on PeBashos) made up of 26 men, 28 women and 82
children.

250. There had been some discussion about the resettlement table prepared by Mr Todd when
he enclosed the June population figures for Chagos it was said by Mr Whitnall of the PIOD

of the FCO that he recalled Mr Todd mentioning "that the laliange is unlikely to be disturbed

by change of location, providing there was no deterioration in their living stand#64816).

251. In August, tle BIOT Administrator agreed that the Immigration Ordinance could be put
back into cold storage, (19/817(a))he approacldopted by Mr Todd to the resettlement of the
llois had occasioned debate because of the distinction which he seemed to draw thetseeen
who were llois and those who had only Mauritian nationalitie FCO pointed out to Mr Todd
that it was anxious to maintain tpesition that no such distinction should be drawn, that the
Mauritius Government had not drawn any distinction itself awbrdingly it wouldoe better if

all llois and "moneMauritians” went from Diego Garcia to Peros Banhos and Salomon,
(6/818)(P) The BIOT Administratoraccepted that pointHe also supplied a list of names of
llois and Mauritians who had left Chaglstween January and July B96There aresome 90
names on the list and there were children as well, not separately.n&hesdast majority were
llois, (6/820).

252. On 23rd August 1969, the BIOT Commissioner notified the FCO that Mr Moulinie was
askingRogers & Co to recruit 50 families from Mauritiusgo to Agalega on a sailing due that
week, but he had been successful in recruiting only 14 families, who were probably llois, (6/826,
827). The FCO replied, suggesting that if this were to take ptaseuld be of some assistance

if llois were recruited,(6/826(a))lt would behoped, and the making of a distinction between

llois and "moneMauritians” was not something which in other contexts they wished to make,
that the numbers could be drawn frorogb who had recently returned from Chagos to

Mauritius There was, it was hoped, time to disctiest with Moulinie Mr Todd wrote to the

FCO on 28th August 1969 expressing his surprise that, in view of the previous anxiety of the
llois in Mauritius to eturn to Chagos and their apparent destitution, the response had been so
poor to Moul i ni e s. Hewoaderad whatherghere Wak aresistancq 6 / 8 2 7))
amongst Chagos llois to going to Agalega, which, after all, was not a Chagos Isaad

somel,000 miles away The FCO suggested that this failure of recruitment was probably due to
the relatively short notice which the llois had @adhe fact that they might to some extent have
dispersed within Mauritius.



253. There is a handwritten n@bn the list of names, (5/470), supplied by the Mauritius
Government to the United Kingdom Government of llefs behind in Mauritius in 1967 and
1968, which indicates those who appear to have been recruited to work on Agalega in August
19@0. Therearefive families so marked.

254. I n November 1969, an official i n the FCOOGs
proposed timetable for construction of the defeiacdity and the removal of the labourers from

Diego Garcia, commented that it washiigunlikely that within six months they would have

agreed satisfactory arrangements with the Mauritius Government for resettlement on either

Mauritius or Agalega of the contract labouresigh Mauritian citizenshipl f onl y si x mon
notice were givent would be necessary to contemplate thelfaltk position of temporary

relocation of some contract labourers to Peros Banhos and Salomon, however undesirable in

other contexts that might b&here would bdess of a problem with Seychellois labour, @i

could be phased back into that labour market within twelve to eighteen months, (6/830).

255. On 21st November 1969, the BIOT Administrator produced his proposals for the removal
of the population, (6/832)The "Nordvaer" would béaving the Seychekefor the Chagos on

30th December and it was hoped that the project would by then no longer be eeredvyage

had to take place then in order to collect the copra for a profitable conttactould see no

difficulty in clearing Diego Garcia by Jurdi®70,but not both Peros Banhos and Salomon as

well. Negotiations with the Mauritius Government and with Moulinie, if Agalega were to be
used,would take some timeA two-phased plan was necessafhe first phase dealing with

Diego Garcia, the secondthg@se with the other twislands It was suggested that some

Seychellois and monMauritians could be removed from Peros Banhos and Salomon to make
way for Diego Garcian llois in the first instance to go thefecommodation would have to be
improved forthem Seychellois and Mauritiansweeent i t  ed t o more than or
and to payment for the unexpired portion of their contrabie plan was thusthat in April

1970, llois should be removed from Diego Garcia by the "Nordvaer" and Seyclestidis

Mauritians from Peros Banhos and Salomon; secondirtbadMauritians and some

Seychellois should be removed from Diego Garcia by acommmercial voyage; and thirdly,

that in June 1970, themaining Seychellois should be removed from Diego Gardalzere

would be an undated subsequent removal from Peros Banh&@akmdon The BIOT

Commissioner sought the permission of the FCO to take Moulinie into his confidence about the
proposal because his-operation would make resettlement much easier.

256. 1970 began with the refusal of the US Congress to approve the Diego Garcia facility and

it was cut out of the Appropriations BillThiswouldd el ay t he Admi ni stration
the facility by at least seven months, and possibly more, and ceahpled UK to take another

lookat t he state of play on resettlement accord
5th January 1970, (6/838Yhere was a choideetween continuing to defer action until the

outcome of the consideration by Congresthe 1971 US Budget, which would involve a

probable delay of a year, or of taking steps now on resettlement in any éherddvantage of

the former was that it reduced the leakafjsformation about the proposed US facilityhe

argument in favouof the latter was that the problem of the contract labourers iGhhgos

existed independently of Diego Garcia plai$ie Treasury was getting restiv€he Mauritian

Government might renew its pressure dompensation for those llois already in Maiust



which had been expected to be covered in the talks on resettlement which Dr Raniggmblam

expected to start in the summer of 1969 or thereabddibseover, if the plan were begun now, it

would be possible to avoid tieo-stage resettlement plaifhekey to the success of that plan

would be the reaction of Mr Mo ulandmis abilitft@ t he B
keep the Government 06s i n.tHstdopesahos was gnportant, notf r o m
merely because heanaged Chagosibbecause he also leased Agalega from the Mauritius
Government The risk of a leak if he were informed, and providedAheericans agreed, had to

be accepted "in view of the stultifying inaction that must persist unless he is brought into our

confidence!

257.  An impending visit by Dr Ramgoolam would be an opportunity to bring histotgate
and it was recognised that the Mauritius Governrhantto be given an indication that the UK
Government was prepared to assist with the resettlement of the lloikadhbeen "on the
beach'in Mauritius for up to two years nawl he key to the resettlement problem was seen as
Agalega If most of the llois could not be sent thenegotiations for resettling the remainder in
Mauritius were thought likely to be diffidt and protracted.

258. The new year was just over two weeks old when the draft Immigration Ordinance was
brought out of cold storage for further discussion byAdst, who had been asked to advise on
whether it should be enacted and, if so, whide se out the purpose of the Immigration
Ordinance; (6/842)(P)

"(a) To provide legal power to deport people who will not leave voluntarily;
(b) To prevent people entering;

(c) To maintain the fiction that the inhabitants of Chagos are not a permarsembio
permanent population.”

259. He dealt with the power to deport in this way:

"3. The question has been asked whether the Government of BIOT needs this power
The Chagos Archipelago is, | understand, wholly Créamal, the private interests having
been bought out when BIOT was establishéd i t woul d t herefore be
Government taexercise its rights as landowners to turn people off the islands in the
Archipelago If people refused to go when asked, they woultkréspassers and couie

ejected with reasonable forc€eople who might refuse could be contract labourers,

whose contracts had bewrtminated, or the pensioners who have stayed in Chagids

forcible removal of such persons on the grounds that they were trespagg#ise less
attractive than forcible removal on the grounds that their presence was unlawful under the
Immigration Ordinance; it also hasarious legal disadvantage in that the Government
would have no power to say where they must gadlteey could get oa boat and go to
another island.

. However, the Administrator of BIOT and the Attorney General of Seychelles
should be asked for their opinions on which method they wanglfiér to be usedl do



not think that the fact that a majority of those affd¢tie llois, are citizens of the United
Kingdom (as well asitizens of Mauritius) affects the decision which method to Uise

we are criticised for the deportation of citizens of the United Kingdodaes not really
matter whether the Government dfB is wearing its governmental or landowner. hat
Either way, i t  wiwvhich is pushingthemeufTeaealdastrisiwkiaht 6
method is the most practical and convenidhinay be that both methods will have to be
us e d Oebalance, wevould prefer to have an Immigration Ordinance in force in

case it was needee@

6.  Maintaining the fiction.As long as only part of BIOT is evacuated, the British
Government will have to continue to argue that the local people are only a floating

popuation. This may be easier in the case ofthe-@dhagos part of BI OT

the longer that such a population remains, gerhaps increases, the greater the risk of
our being accused of setting up a nreoiony, about which we would have to repart t
the UnitedNations under Article 73 of the ChartéFherefore, strict immigration
legislation, giving such labourers and their families very restricted rajhessidence
would bolster our arguments that the territory has no indigenous or settledtmpul

260. He then turned to timing, which he regarded as a matter for local adivim®uld create
trouble if introduced now, unless it was made cthat contract labourers and their families
would not be required to have a pass for the duratiomeaf contracts Pensioners could be
assured they would be allowed to remain so long as defence requirements peivrittecst

then turned to the evacuation of the whol®88T. His advice on the need for an Immigration
Ordinance in relation to thisad been specifically soughitle said this the evacuation of the
whole of BIOT was the most desirable solution to the BIOT problem from at least a legal,
financial and UN point of viewAn ImmigrationOrdinance would be necessary in those
circumstance$o stop people entering BIOT'Whether it would be needed in order to evacuate
people from the nei€hagos part is more doubtful, as most are Seychellois and the numbers are
much smaller"¥ (6/844)(P).

261l. On 22nd January, Mr  Kem a memb* (66846)(R),hoeMr Ee€ O 6 s
dealing with the resettlement of the inhabitants of BI®IE referred to an earlier note of Mr
Sykes of 5th January urging that resettlement of the inhabitants of Chagos should be now
consideredather than waiting fothe Diego Garcia project to get underway, and to his
discussions with Mr AustMr Knight had previously hadiscussions with Mr Thomas of the
Defence Policy Department which was clearly under the impression that the contracts with the
labourersplus thefact that the Crown owned all the land in BIOT, gave it sufficient powers to
effect the resettlement of the inhabitants; but thandidappear to be the advice of Mr Aust,

with whom he had subsequently discussed matters and who had felt that, on laalance,
ImmigrationOrdinance was needed prior to any resettlement prograftméust had pointed

out that one advantage of the Ordinance over the uasaddwner rights was that the
Commissioner would have power to direct a person to leave BIOT altogatldendeed to send
that persorto the country to which he belonged, which would prevent a person-istgpming

within BIOT.

Pl



262. On 27th January 1970, the FCO Defence Policy Department was asked for its views
about the general problem of progress towakspulating the territorylt was suggested that
hitherto it had been the accepted view that the Archipelago should be depopulated thbether
Americans went ahead with their plans or not, and because of the lack of certainty for many
months, the view as expressed within tHeCO that a start should be made now on

depopulation, notwithstanding the difficulties which that would calpopulation could take
placeover a longer time and the financial position on the plantations would worsen considerably
the longer matters were left.

263. The BIOT Administrator thought it appropriate to distinguish between the Seychelles and
Mauritian parts of BIOT, (6/852)The Chagos islandsad an uncertain future, but considerable
economic potential; if they were aioned now, and the Diego Garcia project did not proceed,
it would be probably too expensive later to resurrect th€he administrative advantages of
relocating the population were seen by Aagministrator as being the last consideratidin

would be Ietter to relocate the population over a period of two to three.yBatshorevocable
decision should be made until Congress had reached a view later o®inTt@&/BIOT
Administrator thought that it would henjustifiable economically and administragly to
depopulate Farquhar and Desroche which were both profitable plantations and amuoagtthe
productive of the islands of the Seychelles group, the abandonment of which would cause an
uproar in the Seychelleglt is to be notedhat, the Immigratio Ordinance notwithstanding,

BIOT was not depopulated.)

264. The PIOD of the FCO disagreed(6/855)(P) It was of the view that, in the

circumstances, steps should be taken now to resettle cdatraaters in the Chagos because of

the risk that thednger the wait, the greater the danger of acquiescence, the continued existence

of asettled population and of being held accountable to the UN for them, amengasing

financial commitment for islands which could nebereconomically viable and inlagion to

which the Treasury had shown impatience, and lastly, the Americans could be understandably
vexedwi t h t he UKG6s dilatoriness after all the ¢t
depopulation Mr Carter of the PIOD was not just in favourtb& evacuation of the Chagos

Archipelago but of the whole of BIQTThe whole objective behind the acquisition of BIOT was
defencepurposes and "the sooner we clear the islands with that objective in view, the better.” He

was emphatic that, in order to preveebpleentering and to clear the islands, the legal means of
enforcement were necessarko that end, he called on the advice of Mr Aust toetfect that an

| mmi gration Ordinance was requiredThhkeo back up
developmet potential of Agalega hao be established.

265. Mr Le Tocqg of the East African Depart ment
had been sent to the FCQ@&856)B)eHe wasofthe \Rewthatcy Dep
clearances should start witltowaiting for an Immigration Ordinancdde thought it unlikely

that morethan a very few llois would wish to remain in the islands if their contracts were

terminated and they were deprived of their livelihao@lee presence of the llois in Mauritius

andthe need to deal with the Mauritius Government over them added urgency to hisT@int

US fears oteaks would be reduced if it was said that the islands were being cleared because the
plantations were becoming unecononi¢6/856)(P).



266. The FCO ent a telegram to the Seychelles on 18th February 1970, copied to many
others The memo identifi ed whiclewastkaOabcemplete evaceation t hi n
of the whole of Chagos was preferable to a-stage operation to avoid undue attention gpein
focussed on the llois and to avoid time for llois opposition to their resettlement on Mauritian
territory to gain momentumA US Congressionalecision should not be awaited any longer and
Moulinie, if it were safe to take him into Government confidest®uld be asked to produce a
development plan for Agalega to absorb as many as possible of the Chagos contract labourers
After receipt of that report, talks should bewith the Mauritius Government about resettlement

of the Chagos contract laboureBefore those talks were concluded, it mighinkeessary to

send an independent expert to Agalega to ensure that the new community would be established
in decent conditions andvéable economy set up and maintaindttior to resettlement, the

BIOT Immigration Ordinance would be necessaie resettlement dabourers from the

former Seychelles islands of BIOT could not be deferred indefinitBhe Agalega plantations

might be able to absorb theas well, (6/857).

267. The US agreed that Moulinie glol be put in the picture to some extent by Mr Todd, who
would put the proposal for closure of the plantatitnkim in the context of their declining
viability and the Governmentds unwi.lHEi ngness
should notrefer to US intentions, but Mr Todd could confirm there was still a possibility that a
facility might be established on Diego Garclawasnecessary to put the approach to Moulinie
straight away because of pressure from the Mauritius Government abautlth®salready

there The FCO told the Washington Embassy that even if there were no US proposal for Diego
Garcia,* (6/858)(R)

"We would still wish to close down the copra plantations on Chagos

f{a) on economic grounds because they cannot bdegkémy as a profitable
concern without the  investment of new capital, and

f(b) because we do not want a miwilony whose inhabitants could, as time goes

by, claim aright to remain in the BIOT by virtue of their citizenship of the

UK and lonies and who would have no right of entry to either Mauritius or

the Seychelles when the |l atter achieves

268. Failure to get things moving now could also delay the eventual US timetable for
construction of their facility on Dieg@arcia, particularly aafter production by Paul Moulinie
of his plan, an independent expert would be needed to vet it and construction of houses on
Agalega couldstill take between nine and twelve months, and it was desired to avoidsaage
resettlenent process.

269. On 24th March 1970, the BIOT Administrator wrote to the FCO PIOD referring to a visit
which one of the partners of Moulinie & Co had paidhim. He said that it seemed that

Agalega had been struck by two cyclones and had had a bad.sBasduction had almost
stopped It would take two to three years to come back to full productidris was seen as

having an adverse effect on resettlement plans becatise @duced need for labour and the



reduced availability of money for invesemt It was still, however, proposed to proceed with a
requesto Mr Moulinie to provide a development plan for Agalega, (6/860).

2710. The United States agreed to Mr Moulinie be
intention to close the Chagos copra pdaioins and to hinbeing asked to produce a development

plan for Agalega to absorb as many as possible of the Chagos contract labourers and the llois
alreadyin Mauritius, (6/861) The declining viability of the plantations could be stressed and the

fact o pressure from the Mauritius Governmentresettlement help for those already in

Mauritius could be alluded taHe was to be asked to stop recruiting Seychellois contract

labourers andot to renew existing contracts with them.

271. Contingency pressuidance;* (6/874)(ND), was prepared by the FCO in case there was

a |l eak about t he Gov the coprepiantabians in Chagelswasitooba s t o ¢
said, if necessary, that they had been run down to the point at which it was uneconomic to

continue their operation, that the people living on BIOT were contract labourers, engaged to

work on the copra plantations, that tBevernment owned all the land and that the labourers

owned no property or fixed assets and that except for some fishingppednd the

meteorological station, the copra plantations were the sole means of livelihood for those resident

on Chagos They were all either froriMauritius or the Seychelles and possessed no land or

houses on the islandrhe plantations were owned the British Government anttanaged on

their behalf It was sent to the UK embassy in Washington.

272. In May 1970, the internal minutes in BIOT dealt with how Mr Paul Moulinie had reacted
to being told by Mr Todd, the BIOT Administrator, thiae operabn of the plantations was not
economically viable and the Chagos were to be closed down, (19/83Vi@))inie had agreed
thatthere was no economic justification for continuing the operation unless capital could be
made available, and that it would besb® close th@lantations Problems arose, however,

when the question of Agalega was raisé@the cyclones meant that the labour force now was
sufficientto enable them to continue their planting programme and would be sufficient for the
normal runningpf the plantation until some eight yedusnce when the newly planted areas were
in production The Commissioner therefore had to tell the FCO that the creation of extra jobs on
Agalega would not happen as had been expedtedould not be popular to ptace the
Seychellois with llois because of problems whicht would create in the Seychelles, and
Moulinie regarded the Seychellois as the better workEngre would be local opposition to any
resettlement on Seychelles or8&ychelles BIOT islandsThe question originally raised by
Robert Newton in his report in 1964 that islandaight be given plots of land and settled on
them, which had hitherto been thought of as too generous fetdasdabourers, was mooted
again as a starting point for negions on resettlement with the Mauritius Governméitie

only other alternative seemed to be, accortlinipe Commissioner "to send the llois back to
Mauritius and to give them compensation in cash, either in a lump or in instalrigthiesr is
unlikely to prove very satisfactory to the llois in the long.rdmey lack the knowledge,

tradition and education to make satisfactemallholders and any form of cash grant is likely to
be soon spent"The upshot of the meeting was conveyed to the PIOD.

273. In his letter to FCO, Mr Todd described a lump sum and instalments as probably leading
to the establishment of a class of permapemsioners As Mr Todd feared, the question of



defence facilities had been buried so deep in the conversation thinim8uCo came back
with an offer to lease the Chagos group from BIOhis was considered by Moulinie & Co as
likely to resolve for some time the problem of tlms on the islands The plantations,
according to Moulinie & Co accounts, had been rua latss of Rs 80,000 in the year 191971,
(6/871).

274. This proposal from Moulinie required
have a further meeting with him, at whichhe laigg e ci al emphasi s on
intention to closehe plantations and to permit no other economic actiwyulinie provided
Mr Todd with what he described as a long lecture on the economic opportunity which the UK
Government was foregoing, (6/879loulinie alsotook what was described as a gloomy but
realistic view of the future of the llois if they were returned to MauritiNe labour was being
recruited in July 1970 for the Chagode awaited the reaction on the islands to that
development with interestAs the autumn wore omoulinie affirmedhis willingness to provide
resettlement for some llois on Agalega for some llois, if he received financial assistance
Detailedproposals and a five year plan were sought, but it was thought to be a goodhdea
was a debate about a one off settlenwensus aontinuing subsidy But it would not solve the
whole problem.

t he
t he

275. Through the summer of 1970, the UK Mission to the UN was being advised to maintain
the same line, if questions arose, which it had dorfarsas to the competence of the Conttes

of 24 to deal with ChagosSo far, the interest had been confined to the Seychelles comtesxt
Mission had always tried "to give the impression that there were no inhabitants as such in
BIOT", though that was known not to be stridilye of Chage, but any concession on that

would mean Article 73 applied, (6/883)(ND) The people of BIOT, it was suggested to the UK
Mission, were to be described as or implied to be "transients”, contract labourers from Mauritius
or the Seychelles; the less sdhik better} (6/928)(P) But this suggestion was rebuffed by the
FCO as inapplicable to those who had been on Chagos for 3 generationswiutdihg,

without "transient” still contrived that impression(6/930)(P).

276. On 16th June 1970, the Higlo@missioner in Mauritius reported to the Foreign and
Commonwealth Office on political developmentdvauritius Unemployment and under
employment were stimulating what was described as "much extra parliamentary pressure on
Government Indeed, this is vtually the only topic of public debate in the political or economic
sphere Government hypesensitive orsubject and are desperately seeking laitensive
palliatives"”. It pointed out that the resettlement of Mauritian contract labourévsimitius

would inevitably be acutely embarrassing even with compensat®political line towards the
presence of other powers in timelian Ocean was changing as well, and special consideration
would be needed to maintain its original generally favouralpeoseh to théJK/US proposals,
(6/885).

277. The FCO began to criticise the BIOT Administration for the poor performance of the
plantations which had produced a net deficit in the theses to March 1971 of £62,80Mr

Todd explained that the deficitas due to capital expenditure occurring in 1968 when buildings
andstores owned by Chagos Agalega Company Limited were purch@kedelationship

A
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between the Administrator and Moulinie & Co had tgbeupon a legal and busindgse basis
according tahe FCO, (10/94).

278. InJuly 1970, the Treasury took a further interest in the progress of resettlement proposals
and it was concerned, in particular, with f@imple questions(6/886)

when would the evacuation take place;

fia.
fib.  where would thenhabitants go;

~

fic. how much would it cost; and

fid.  what would be the total cost of the operation and would it exceed the £10,000,000
authorised by th#linisters for the BIOT proposal.

279. Although the BIOT Administrator sought to prevent the recruitneéadditional labour,

it was accepted that it would be impracticablsttup all recruitment and therefore one year
contracts should be provided so that staff could run the plantations at the minimum acceptable
levels, (19/886(b)) Discussions betweeh¢ FCO and the US about the difficulties of resettling
the contract labourers examined grguments for delaying the resettlement until after
Congressional approval had been given to Diego Gaiidia problems with Agalega were
identified, as well as theroblems in Mauritius with the very high unemployment which it
experienced The question was raised as to whettiscussions with the Mauritians should be
deferred until after approval of the proposal by the US Congress, (6/887).

280. In the latter pdrof July 1970, Mr Todd, with a representative of Moulinie & Co, visited
the Chagos islands, (6/910Q)ittle had changed sindas previous visit The population on

Diego Garcia was 324, of which 108 were llois, made up of 30 men, 25 women and 53ichildre
All but one of the rest were Seychello®n Peros Banhos, 111 of the total population of 202
were llois, and again the vast majority of the rest v&agchellois Of the llois, 25 were men,

25 women and 61 were childre®n Salomon, 124 of the 1%bpulation were llois, 21 men, 25
womenand 78 children; again, the vast majority of the remainder were Seychdllmsnumber

of llois were therefore reported as almost staliw/o llois families left for leave in Mauritius

and were to be remployed o Agalega The stock of rations on the islands was adequate and
theshops were quite well stocked substantial increase in production was expected i1.197

281. The UN Committee of 24 considered the detachment of the three islands from the
Seychelleso make up BIOT in July 1970, (6/890Yariouscriticisms were made by the USSR,
Sierre Leone and EcuadoFanzania expressed its hostility to the establishment of BIBE

the criticismswere directed to the Seychelles part rather than to Mauritihe UK

representative said that there was no military activity on the tblegels detached from the
Seychelles, which was a point he made in response to what he regarded as a suggestion by the
USSR that therevere military activities of some kind whiaetere impeding the independence of

the SeychellesBut the USSR, with other countries, criticisthe creation of BIOT for its
detachment of islands from the Seychelles with the aim of establishing military bases in
conjunction with the USA.



282. By the end of July, the FCO was writing to the High Commissioner in Mauritius
explaining that the US "wished to avoid publicity if that is gtdksible”, (6/905).

283. The High Commissioner in Mauritius advised the FCO in August to make a financial
settlementdr those people already in Mauritius who lad@ady lost their jobs in BIOT; money
might cover the cost of the provision of housing and social services by the Government of
Mauritius,* (6/908)(P) In November* (6/933)(PR), recognising severe unempleymin
Mauritius, he said that "we have been stalling now for fatdog over the request for assistance
in the resettlement of Mauritians who arrived from BIOT in March 1968", untrained and
destitute, ana@s the result of events in BIOT over which Méus had no control This problem
should be dealt with before the far graver problem aroseeakehabilitation of a further 450
llois, a UK responsibility The existing basis of compensation was inadequate; could they not
stay in Chagosr go elsewhex?

284. In Parliament in November, Mr Dalyell renewed his interest in BIGTimulated by an
article in the Observer, lines to follow in answepussible questions were prepardthe advice

to Ministers in answering questiohg6/936)(P) was that ivas undesirable for it to become
general knowledge that some inhabitants had lived in Diego Garcia for at least two generations
and could be regarded as "belongerBhewhole object was to avoid admitting thdt was

proposed to say that it might halveen the custom for the last generation or twodéedain

families had been contract worket,6/938 and 9)(R) Discussions continued on the precise
drafting and the average contract tino far as | am aware, | have not seen any actual answer.

285. The US Congress approved an "austere naval communications centre" for Diego Garca in
December 1970, (6/943)The Governor of th&eychelles thought by December 1970 that
temporary resettlement on Peros Banhos and Salomon was the "only practicalua"sdheti

llois should receive special treatmemr Todd should be able to give them some indications of

the ultimate resettlement proposaissettlement in Agalega would take at least a year, but the

llois on east Diego Garcia could be moved to Pera8sand Salomom, (6/948)(P) This

would meet the US proposal for evacuations by March and July 1971; construction was expected
to start in March 197and to last for 3 years.

286. The FCO thought it appropriate to consider the timing of the enactrhédra
Immigration Ordinance with as little publicity as possible andnformed the BIOT
Commissioner¥ (6/953)(ND).

287. In a further telegram of 11th January 1971, the BIOT Commissioner referred to the
Immigration Ordinance and said that it would éae bepublished in the BIOT Gazette "which
has only very limited circulation both here and oversedsie publicity would be minimalHe
sought theapproval of the FCO for the enactment of the Ordinance, (7/979).

288. There was a report in "Le Maurgi" of the expulsion without compensation of 300 llois
from Diego Garcia A Mauritian lawyerpolitician, GuyOllivry, was reported as saying that they
had returned to Mauritius since independence and seemed still to have British nationality,
(6/955) Butthe FCO legal adviser noted that llois had dual nationality; some young llois might



lose their Mauritian nationality if they did not renoundi nationality by the age of2 He
counselled the wisdom of keeping quiet if possible about that dual natonhgb/956)(P).

289. On the preceding day, the High Commissioner in Mauritius had sent to the FCO a
newspaper report in "Le Mauricien", the national newspapkfauritius, of 300 llois said to

have been expelled from Diego Garcia without compensatidriabe in some difficulty as a

result This, hesaid, was the first reaction to the news of the US base, (6/8958uy Ollivry, a

lawyer and deputy for the Rodrigues constituency, hadtksatdhe llois had come back to

Mauritius since independencarid it would seem therefore that they still have British

nationality”. (6/955) Itwas thought that more would be heard of the problem of these people,
given, in particular, M Ollivryds interest I

290. By 23rd December 1970, the FCO was sendingegtaim to the BIOT Commissioner

dealing with how best to meet the US request for ®tatuation of Diego Garcia by July 1197

The FCO recognised the difficulties, but said "we must try our utmost to [meet this timite]"
recognised that some llois heshched the age of 21 since Mauritian independence and had not
renounced their Mauritian nationality whiateant that might have to be forfeit because they

failed to renounce their UK nationalityl his would be an additional embarrassment if the

Mauritius Government "tumbled to dual citizenship of llois(6/957)(P) There were no new
thoughts as to resettlemerthe same optionas had already been discussed were repeated, but
the only difference now was that the shortness of time would be thedtey fi waslikely that
resettlement in Peros Banhos would have to apply on a staged basis to at least some of the Diego
Garcia llois The Government dflauritius had given no indication that it would not regard
Mauritius as the natural home for theattlement of llois, but it was worttonsidering a variety

of options These included the use of the outer islands of the Seychelles, staged resettlement on
Peros Banhos arfBalomon and the resettlement of some on Agalddre was a need to have
further information as to costs of termination of contractsettlement compensation and the
implications of a staged resettlement on Peros Banhos for the displaced Seychellois labourers
The Commissioner said that there was no objection to astage move The llois could be

relocated on Peros Banhos and Salomon.

291. A letter from Mr Todd to the FCO of 13th January 1971 confirmed that he had been told
by Moulinie & Co that the normal contract had béena two year period for Chagos rather than

a specift named island, (7/983He further explained what he called the "migratory habits" of
the llois This was that, according to Mr Moulinie, up to 1967 when direct links with Mauritius
ceased and only a few families had gonMwritius via Seychelles arafew had taken new
contracts, llois would do two to five years on the islands and then take advantagefodeheir
passage to Mauritius staying there for a period which depended on how long their money and
welcome from their families lasted, bubrmally returning after an absence of between three
months and one yeaOften llois women would go to Mauritius to give birth andaweay for
between three and six months.

292. An interdepartmental meeting took place on 15th January 1971 concerning resettlem
arrangements in the light of the visit which had beaid by US officers to the Seychelles,
(7/985) The upshot was a general expectation that Peros Banhos and Salomon could be
graduallycleared by normal wastage as contracts expired, providedvhsrscope for gradual



absorption on AgalegaAlthough this was thought toe perhaps ovewptimistic, few snags were
expected.

293. There was to be a Commonwealth Prime Minis
briefing paper dealing with BIOT was paed for it,* (6/960)(P) It continued to advise that

reference to dual nationality should be avoided and that the position of the 100 families already

in Mauritius should be dealt with by saying that action had been delayed pending the opening of
generadiscussions on resettlementhe USintended to use only Service personnel and if it was

asked whether Diego Garcia was inhabited, they should say that "a small nutabeuodrs

from Seychelles and Mauritius work on the plantation®ieir contractsvould be terminated

and they would be returned".

294. InJanuary 1971, in preparation for discussions between the Mauritius Government and
the UK Government on resettlement compensationHige Commissioner in Mauritius urged

the FCO that compensatishould be generoudie urged that the UK Government furnish aid
andtechnical assistance to cover the cost of repatriation and rehabilitation (housing and
resettlement), both of the llois in Chagos and oflliie in Mauritius under a scheme "which is

desi gned to benefit the Islandds economy as a
sociologicaldifficulties. A pilot project was suggested which would amount to a cost of £750

per family exclusive of housingHowever, it was thoughtecessary that an cide expert in
resettlement schemes should visit Mauritius and the llois to enable him to be familiar with their
skills andbackground and come up with a comprehensive scheme "designed to reintegrate them
economically and socially into the pattern of lifere. The High Commissioner also said that

the Mauritius Government might feel that the UK had "got away with the llois here and must not
be allowed to get away with any mord4e said that if they were no longer wanted in a British
possession and wete be cast out in "thimhuman fashion", the Mauritius Government attitude
might be that they had to find some other British possession to take ThenGovernoof the
Seychelles did not think that there was a danger of extra compensation being @aithed
Seychelles but publicity for ext@mpensation for the llois could trigger such a claim and so
publicity was best minimised until after resettlemeifferential treatment coule explained

by the high unemployment in Mauritius(7/980).

295. On 13th January 1971,(7/984)(ND), the High Commissioner in Mauritius wrote to the
P10OD of the FCO pointing out that the resettlemerta$ in Mauritius had not been discussed
with the Prime Minister of Mauritius since 1965, notwithstanding anxa@magiiries which they
hadreceived in relation to llois from BIOT arriving in Mauritius some years bef@he High
Commissioner said that when the Prime MinisteMaliritius was approached on the question of
the resettlement of more llois, it would "certo him as an unpleasant shackle had not
expected a further 450 llois from Diego Garcihe Commissioner said

"Naturally, I shall not suggest to him that some of these have also UK nationality; this, as you
say, would make for increased diffiulties if the Mauritians realised that some were also of UK
nationality However, | suppose it is alwayspossible that they may spot this point, in which
case, presumably, we shall have to come clean".



296. By the end of January 1971, the FCO madalamission to Ministers on resettlement,
(7-1004)(ND) The US were seeking evacuatiornégo Garcia by July, if possible, because of
their security arrangement3 he submission to Ministers dated 26th January 1971 by civil
servants in the FCO AIOD ghthat the time had come to implement arrangements agreed in
principle by the previous Administration by white population of the Chagos Archipelago
should be resettled, partly in Seychelles and partly, subject to negotiations with Mauritius
Governmentin Mauritius The submission pointed out that it had been known since 1965 that if
a defence facility were established, tdmntract copra workers would have to be resettled
elsewhere But it continued:

"It is desirable moreover, to arrange for theate@vacuation from the Chagos

Archipelago of the present population, who are essentidtiyant workers If BIOT is

to fulfil the defence purposes for which it was created, there should be no permanent or

even sempermanenpopulation, in respect of idh we might in time incur, under

Chapter XI of the UN Charter, a véartiety of
developseiGover nment 6. "

297. The submission said that there were about 829 in the Chagos Archipelago, (7/1004), of
whom 359 livedon Diego Garcia and the remaindertba two other inhabited island groupsf

this total, 386 were dual citizens of the UK and Colonies and of Mauritius but these, the llois,
wereunaware of their dual nationality, nor were the Mauritius Government afdreThere

were 35 citizens of Mauritius and 408 citizens oftth€and Colonies from Seychelle3he

submi ssion referred to the Mauritius Gover nme
Assembly inDecember 1965, given with the approval of the Cialo@ffice that the British
Government had undertaken to meet the full cost ofdbettlement of Mauritians at present

living in the Chagos Archipelagdt had always been assumed that the resettlement would be in
Mauritius and it was thought that thaas the understanding of the Mauritius Government as

well. However, because of the already higbel of unemployment, it was to be expected that
negotiations would be difficult There were already about 100 families in Mauritius whose

contracts to workn Diego Garcia had not been renewed and in respect of whom the Mauritius
Government had been asking how the G&vernment intended to fulfil its obligation&n

answer to that had been delayed pending a decision about resettlement as ©wtedgain

the suggestion that some might be resettled in Agalega raised its head, but it was recognised that
there would have to be sornmhabitants moved temporarily to Peros Banhos and Salomis

interim measure was seen to have no practical difficulfié®re was atrong objection to

Mauritians being settled in the Seychelléswas pointed out that of the £10,000,000 originally
allocated for theestablishment of BIOT, all the money had virtually been spent on payments to
Mauritius, the building of th&eychelles Airport and theurchase of the islands, and accordingly
there was virtually nothing which could be used for resettlement purposes and that additional
fundswould be required for itlt was recognised that the evacuation and resettlement exdev
hundred people would attract unfavourgble b | i ci ty from critics of th
strategy The submission had the concurrence of the relevant departments within the FCO, the
Overseas Development Agency and the Ministry of Defefide Treaary had concurred on
understanding that any expenditure of&0€,000,000 would be met from within existing

provisions and "subject also to the conditions that resettlement costs shall be kept as low as



possible and shall be charged in the first instan¢ke@nspent balance of the sum of
£10,000,000".

298. The problem of who was to pay for what was to be of some significabice&6th

January 1971, the FCO Finance Department, concerneitl mhght be the FCO which had to

find any extra money, was aléyapointing out in relation to the draft submission, that it had no
more thara minimal sum of money available without facing very difficult problems, and
expressed the view that the expenditure was defence expaohditure, (7/991)Mr Kershaw,

one ofthe Ministers at the time, was concerned about criticism in Parliament arising from the
removal ofpeople, but is recorded as having the view that provided the arrangements for treating
the inhabitants, and particularly the Mauritian llmggre "demonstialy fair”, it should not be

too difficult to rebut criticism, (7/1001).

299. On 8th February 197%,(7/1008)(ND), the AIOD pointed out that there was no real
prospect of employment in BIOT, that it was@nstarter to suppose that any Mauritian llois

might be settled in Seychelles, that there were very few opportunities in Agalega amwdailiere

be difficulties in persuading the Seychellois and Mr Moulinie to employ llois there rather than
Seychellois He pointed out that alhterested departments, ©CMoD and ODA "are on record

with well-argued reasons why the costs [of resettlement] should not fall tgo#ngeular Vote

The Treasury have agreed to arbitrate, but have not yet given their. rliliege may be dust and
heat beforelepartmental &ibility is finally determined, but there is not, | think, any disposition

to argue against HMWMB®GS The Seuretarypf State noped gn this p "
memorandum "I smell trouble here, and we should make a definite planinond o n 6t s ee wh
the Americans houl dndét al.|Couwdtheymohbe usetul?"$41013, O16)r

Kershaw had also concluded, according to a minute ofAdbhuary 1971* (7/1017)(ND), that

more definite plans were needed and that it was necessary to knoly exettwas to be done

for theinhabitants before a firm decision to move them could be takba Americans should

be asked to examine employing some on Diego GaRiuefar as the people on Diego Garcia

were concerned, the Secretary of State advise@t®T Commissioner that when Mr Todd

visited Diego Garcia with the Americans later in January, he should tell the contract workers that
construction work was to begin in March on Diggarcia and it would therefore be necessary to
stop work on the coprdgntations "The British Government are considering what can be done

to help the people concerned first step is likely to be a move from west to east side of Diego
Garcia" It would be important at that staieavoid any distinction being made beemevhat

was said to Seychellois and what was said to the Mauritians including the llois, (f975)
necessary, and if he were asked questions about Mauritians going to Mauritius, he would have to
say that he could not speak for tRevernment of Mauritis, but that all workers were to be

assured that he will see that, insofar as it was in his power, the best passibigzments were

to be made for their futureThat was to include llois.

300. The Secretary of State followed this up with a furthemgen on 8th January 1971

seeking to know, as soon as possible, the propisethble for the movement of all the
inhabitants off Diego Garcia to meet the July deadline, whether the contracts specified that the
labourers worked anywhere in Chagos or omiqular atoll, and whether there would be
adequate housing and other welfare facilities wihennhabitants moved within Diego Garcia

and later to Peros Banhos and Salomon, (7/9Tig use of civilian labour should be avoided as



much as possibleThetimetable was set; Seychellois would be moved in March or April 1971,

and the balance in Julyrhe majority ofcontracts specified Chagos, but some the particular

atoll. The BIOT Commissioner also told the FCO that, so far as costs were conceleided
estimate was not yet possible, but there seemed no danger of a claim for extra compensation for
Seychellois, but if a more generaacheme for resettling the llois were publicised, it might spark

off claims from them and negotiations with Maurititmald avoid such publicitat this stage,

(7/980) It was hoped that publicity would be minimised until final resettlem@nmtce again,

there was confirmation from themericans that there would be no employment of llois as local
labour.

301. Mr Watt, d the AIOD of the FCO, prepared a note of 12th February 1971,

(7/2018)(ND), on resettlement in which he referred back tednger memos of 8th February

1971 and 26th January 1B7 He traced the background to the resettlement proposalsiealt

with thearguments for and against the permanent resettlement of Peros Banhos and Salomon; the
advantages of keeping labour on the islands wiviete unlikely to be wanted by the Americans
against the problems that a permanent population would attract foukpNges He referred to

the problems about consulting the Mauritius Government until after the US Congress had
approved the pr opos aldssirebicavodpublcitydefreitérdied theA mer i ¢ a
view which he had expressed that the Seychelsement should be asked if it were willing

to take at least some Mauritian llois as a further service, which strengthened the relations

between the Seychelles and the.UBut his finalconclusion was that the best course would be

to go ahead with negatiions with Mauritius "and be prepared to pay the price", an apptoach

the Chief Minister of the Seychelles notwithstanding.

302. On 16th February 1971, Mr Aust of the FCO Legal Advisers Department, noted the
potential implications for BIOT of the proped new BritisiNationality and Immigration
Legislation,* (7/1020)(ND) BIOT, he said, is "of course, in law, a colony, although we do not
acceptthatithaany i ndi genous population € Thus to cr
politically quite out of tle question”" He said that there would be nbjection to depriving dual
nationals of their British nationality but that there would still be some who would have lost or
might yet lose theicitizenship of Mauritius those who attained the age of 21 al&uritius
independence and did not renounce their UK citizenship witvetve months of becomingl2

A separate category of citizenship would be needed to cover such persons or they would become
stateless They would lose their Mauritian citizenshipless they had been absent from

Mauritius during the twelve months after becoming 21, @gkseption would appear to cover

llois).

303. On 17th February 1971, Mr Todd, the BIOT Administrator, wrote to the FCO describing
the visit which he paid to Chagosthe end oflanuary He went with a US reconnaissance party
and Mr Paul Moulinie He said (7/1021)

"On 24th January, | told all the inhabitants that we intended to close the island in July

but, that for some time, we would be continuing to P@nosBanhos and Salomon and

that we would send as many people as possible from Diego Garcia to those two islands
This drew no commeritom the Seychellois but a few of the llois asked whether they

could return to Mauritius instead, and receive some compendatileavingg hei r &6 o wn



c o u n t played this one into touch by saying that our intention was to cause as little
disruption of their lives as possible athdt due to the difficulties of communications

with Mauritius, it would not be possible to argena return there until towards the middle
oftheyear & . "

304. He estimated that in July on Diego Garcia there would be 36 llois families, made up of 36
men, 37 women and 64 children, together witduritian and 45 Seychellois familiesle said

that the llois families should go to Peros Banhos and Salortiashould be possible to absorb

them with some reorganisation, without premature termination of the Seychellois contracts on
those islands, (7/1021He said:

"It would, | consider, be fair to pasach of the llois families who are moved to Peros
Banhos Rs 500 to compensate them for the move w¥iltmvolve them in some
expense as they will have to leave some of the fittings which they own in their own
houses."

305. This would add a further £350 to the cost of the movée then dealt with the problem

of those llois who would prefer to go to MauritiusAgalega Mr Moulinie had agreed to

transfer those who wished to go to Agalega, but the Administrator said that it would be
embarrassing ithose who wished to go to Mauritius arrived there with at most "their Rs 500
disturbance payments in their pocket$he only solution wouldbe to try to encourage them to

go to Peros Banhos and Salomon, confining the offer of Rs 500 only to those veloowaidld

help, but itwould also be helpful to say that the move to Peros Banhos and Salomon was only
temporary "whilst we worked out a detailed schemprtwide adequately for their futureMr
Moulinie was said to remain hesitant about plans for Agaleg

306. On 19th February 1971, Mr Watt prepared a further memo internally in the*CO,
(7/1029)(ND) This confirmed that there would be no lotadour employed on Diego Garcia,

but that, for the foreseeable future, labourers moved to the other isiaDtdagos, where

facilities wereadequate, would not be disturbe draft Parliamentary answer that the
population was a small number of contract labourers frorS#yehelles and Mauritius attracted
the comment "is 400 a small number?”, but the Mirast Mr Kershaw, noted that it would do
from aParliamentary point of viewThe Foreign Secretary said that he could see no reason why
some should not stayt appeared that there migie some signs that the Chief Minister of the
Seychelles might be praped to take some llois Mauritians, but a good deal more information
andassessment would be necessaflg repeated his recommendation that the Mauritius
Government should be approached in order to estdiishfar they would be prepared to help

Mr Moulinie should be encouraged to take 50 families on Agalega, a Mauritius. igdthdugh

it appeared from discussions with Sir James Mancham, the then Chief Minister of Seychelles,
that there might be some possibility in certailtumstances of Mauritialfois being resettled in

the Seychelles, there were considerable doubts as to whether Mr Rene and his paragreeuld
to that without causing troubleéMinisters were anxious to resettle the Chagos inhabitants
without major upset with the MauritiuBovenment or at the UN¥, (7/1033)(ND).

307. On 26th February 197%,(7/1042)(ND), the FCO and the High Commission in Mauritius
discussed who would be an appropriate pers@awse on the resettlement programme in



Mauritius for the llois, negotiations withe Mauritius Government and negotiations with

Moulinie & Co over AgalegaFor the latter, it was said that HMG had to make a concrete offer

of assistance to Moulinie which had now been apprdyelinisters The discussions with the

Mauritius Governmetrwere to cover the 100 families already "on the beach" in Mauritius and

"say 60"Mauritian families from ChagosT he Hi gh Commi ssi oner 6s Vview
placed great importance "on offering immediately, in principégh a free grant and technical
assistance to help set up a proper viable eco
as a whole".

308. Mr Aust, meanwhile, was concerned with nationality and the undertakings offered in
1965 by the UK Government to the Maurit@svernment In amemo of 26th February 1971,
(7/2036)(P), internally within the FCO, he said that he thought that undue emphalseehad

placed on dual nationality and the line should be taken that that was irrelevant to the question of
resettlement He discussed thdfect of the Mauritius Independence Act 1968 pointing out that it
preserved dual citizenship of Mauritius and UK and Colonies for those inhalofaliiagos

who, or whose fathers or fRetsdnebom ih CHagos heleres, we
BIOT was created were regardedhasing been born in Mauritius and therefore automatically
entitled to Mauritian citizenship on independence, unless they were personsfathesehad

been born in SeychelleF he dual citizenship had not been removed beeasaid Mr Aust, it

would have been contrary to tpanciples of our Nationality Law to deprive persons born in a
colony of their UK citizenship Mr Aust then turned to the term "llois'He saidthe term had no
relevance to nationality and had beenduas a convenient, though thoroughly misleading term,

to cover dual nationalshen, in fact, "the llois population is made up of citizens of the UK and
Colonies, dual nationals and meMauritian citizens, with origins i&eychelles or Mauritius”

There vas no advantage in using the term in negotiations and it could be to the disadvantage of
the United Kingdonto do so because it indicated that the inhabitants of Chagos "have a close, if
not closer, connection with Chagos than with mainkstadiritius”. He thought that fears of

referring to dual nationals in Chagos, lest the Mauritius Government used such knowledge to
their advantage at the UN or in negotiations, were exaggerated and that instead of concentrating
on nationality or the meaning of "llois",@liovernment should concentrate upon the

undertakings given to Mauritius in 196He said that it was clear from the undertakings in 1965
that the resettlement of persons in Mauritius of Mauritian origin was contemplBtede was

no suggestion that would not apply taViauritians who were also United Kingdom citizens
because, in 1965, all the inhabitants of Chagos were UK citizens since there Masritizn
citizenship until 198. It was a necessary implication of the agreement to meet the futhfcost
resettlement that that placed @vligation on the Mauritius Government to permit resettlement in
Mauritius There would have been no need for such an undertaksegtiément elsewhere had

been in contemplationMr Knight agreed with these commenisit added that if the question of
nationality wereaised by the Mauritius Government, the FCO line should béid044)

"(y  Admit immediately to the existence of the dual nationals, and
f(ii)  Maintain that nationality has no bearing on the niagjon."

309. He also pointed out that there was still no decision from the Treasury as to who would
bear the costs of resettlement if it took the Blkidget over £10,000,001In a further note*



(7/1046)(ND), Mr Knight said that it was not at presett e UK Gover nment 6s pol
the "contract workers" of their dual citizenship nor the Mauritius Government, but this policy "of
concealing this dual nationality" migbhange in the coming months, but otherwise agreeing

with the previous comments Bir Aust on the effect of new nationality legislation.

310. On 12th March 1971, the FCO wrote to the High Commission in Mauritius saying that it

had been accepted by Ministers that "our best casiteeresettle, as quickly as practicable, the

entire pgulation of the Chagos Archipelago”, notwithstanding that the Americans had recently
confirmed that it was only Diego Garcia that was likely to be required for the foreseeable future,
(7/1048) It was not considered appropridte”clear out Diego Garcigdlone because the other

islands might be required one day, the possibility that they might be required discoweaged
investment, and "third, we do not wish to be accountable to the United Nations for any

permanent inhabitants of BIOTThus, the movef Diego Garcians to Peros Banhos and

Salomon was only a temporary measure, pending final resettlefh@ras not thought that there

would be any difficulty in reabsorbing Seychellois workers in the Seychelles, but resettlement

of the remaining Mauritiaflois workers inMauritius might cause difficulties there "since these
people have I|little aptitude for argppeminng ot he
Mauritius; and may add to the already grave unemployment probletice, Ministers were

anxious that "to the extent possible&settlement of Mauritian or llois families on other coconut
plantations in the Indian Ocean area should take plagalega was the onlylace identified

and that for 50 familiesThe advice to the Commissioner déised how negotiations might be

tackled an acceptance of tliemmitment to meet the full cost of resettlement of the Mauritians

living in Chagos in 1965, which included therefore the 100 or so famitesreturned to

Mauritius after 1965; a repatriati@nd rehabilitation scheme based upon expert advice would be
necessary, but possilieethods were yet to be considered in detail and the Commissioner could

not commit the Government to any particular scheme or t@articular amount of money

because no adistic figure had been put to the Treasuifhe Treasury was insisting that all costs

be kept "adow as possible"Mr Aust 6s views were to be used i
but it had to be assumed that the Mauritian authorities aweagee of tle dual nationality of some
of those involved Mr Watt of the FCO also sought to use an identified expert, then in the
Seychellesto examine the feasibility of the development of plantations in Agalega.

311. On 23rd March 1971, (7/1060), an FCO offichabte to the Treasury pointing out that
Ministers had agreed to the proposals in the submiskited 26th January 1971 and that

therefore arrangements were being put in hand to resettle as quickly as practicable the entire
population ofthe Chagos Archigago with Diego Garcia being cleared of its population by June

The High Commissioner was to approach the Maur@osernment but without authority to
commit the UK Government to any expenditure,
resettlemencosts had to be kept as low as possible "(but, consonant, of course, with equity and
HMGO6s interests asThdmmdtof prepdringohpused onnPergstBanhos ant
Salomon would be met from Bl OTds aspectici| accou
Seychellois on Diego Garcia as compensation for premature termination, and £1,350 would be
required for Mauritians being removeeimporarily from Diego Garcia to the other island#$is

was suggested "both to avoid hardship to the individarallfes concerned, armbcause we

consider there is a risk of endangering the success of the resettlement negotiations stageack



chorus of islanders were tome into being protesting loudly to Mauritian politicians that HMG
were treating them callaly and unfairly’ (Note from Mr Knight).

312. On 25th March 1971, the Governor of Seychelles and the BIOT Commissioner wrote to
the FCO (Mr Scott) pointing out a number of mattedating to resettlement, (7/1063)(P)
First, he said that

"It is important when dealing with the problem of the llois from Chagos to appreciate
what type of people they ar@heyare extremely unsophisticated, illiterate, untrainable
and unsuitable for any work other than the simplest labour tasksapra plantation

This is not altogether surprising as they have spent all their lives on remote islands."

313. The effect of that was that they would be limited to work on copra plantations on the
Seychelles outer islands or similar agricultural work,tbate was noyet any need to import
low-grade labour The Chief Minister of the Seychelles was extremely worried at the political
implications of any llois coming to the Seychelles because he would be in real difficulties over
completely unskilled foreign labour ga@itherewhen there was no need for it; llois would be
regarded as Mauritians who were particularly unpopular tHgyenow, it was clear that there

was no prospect of any Mauritian llois being settled on the Seyché&lesalternative of

Farquhar islandalso within BIOT, was raised agassible place for 100 extra meAgalega

was also referred to, but there would be problems in the Seychelles if the Seychellois working
therewere displaced in large numbers at any one.tilhenight be better, he thught, to allow

the llois to remain on the plantations on PéBashos and the Salomon islands, even though the
copra plantations on those two islands would not be, by themselves, Aablend thistime

there were thought to be 103 Mauritian familie€magos who would need to be resettled,
whether in Agalega or Mauritius.

314. On 29th March 1971, the High Commissioner and the Prime Minister of Mauritius met to
discuss resettlementn a telegram, (7/1057), the Higfommissioner said that the Prime

Minister of Mauritius had accepted the plans for rehabilitation for workers of Mauritian origin in
Agalega andMauritius, but wanted the possibility of local employment for llois on Diego Garcia
to be pursued with the Americans, recognised the possibilitgsettlement in Agalega provided
that the families themselves were happy to live there, considered that a British expert should
examineseriously the possibility of coconut plantations in Mauritius because that would be a
new development in the economygdasaid "that wemust treat these displaced persons with the
greatest of consideration and that he counted on HMG to do their best to cushion th@impact
this inevitably unpopular move".

315. By the end of March, however, one issue appeared to haveséktled by the Treasury
ruling that the ODA budget should be the sourckipfis to meet the cost of resettlement in
excess of the £10,000,000 originally provided for BIOT from defence .vates ODA,
however,notwithstanding that ruling wished to continto debate the pointMr Watt

complained about this, saying "but we have all along lbeenerned to resettle these people
humanely and, if at all possible, usefully”, (7/1072Zhe possibility of coconut plantations being
createdon Mauritius was nowot be examined and so the ODA was the obvious source of
resettlement fundsOn 2nd April 1971, Mr Watt preparednate for the discussions with the



Prime Minister of Mauritius when he visited the UK at the end of April, (7/10A4) said that

he had askethe BIOT Commissioner to look at the possibility of the coconut expert going to

Mauritius to look at a plantation scheme "though atstage, we cannot be committed to it or

indeed to employ Mr Windsort may be that the scheme is agriculturally ooremmically

unsoundpbut we shall have t o. Hepoetedootphatevemifithe ®BA on t
were to lose its Ministerial appeal against the Treagulinyg, it would continue to be reluctant

to do more than the minimum and the Treasury wbeldeluctant to see more money spent.

316. Once again, the FCO proposed to approach the Americans to see if there any prospects of
their employing local labour but without mubbpe Indeed, it transpired shortly that the

Americans themselves had toleetRrime Minister of Mauritius that there was no prospect of
theirdoing so The FCO were clear that this avenue was closed and that their several approaches
to the Americans had yielded no changd&exdrt and that had to be explained to the Prime

Minister.

317. On Diego Garcia meanwhile, construction work had commenced shortly after the landing
of US construction battalionsA report from a RNCaptain visiting the island noted the rapid
build-up of men and machines and the prodigious progress whichvdreymaking He said of

the plantation manager that he was sad that he and his workers had received no offers of
compensation and reported his comments thatlter islanders were also apparently sad at

going and those born on Diego Garcia were appsahen

318. By mid-April, the FCO was pressing the ODA for the offer to the Mauritius Government
of an expert in coconut plantations, unless this waasie of time, and of a resettlement expert
However, there was no real prospect of any expert viskgejega and reporting on the
development proposals of Mr.Moulinie before even-iviidy.

319. On 16th April 1971, the BIOT Immigration Ordinance was enactedas published in
the BIOT Gazette three days later.

320. The FCO responded tothe BIOT Commis o ner 6 s note of 25t h Mar
even though the Seychelles was recognised to affosdlntion, Ministerial instructions had

been to explore every option and to keep open as many options as possible including a gradual
replacement of SeycHeis on Agalega with llois* (7/1082)(P) One option which was not

attractive was resettlement on other BIOT islabggsause of the inadvisability of having a

permanent population in which the UN could take an intef@st this did not mean that the

workersshould be hurried out before "satisfactory arrangements" had been made to resettle

them.

321. The Prime Minister of Mauritius had a further meeting with the High Commissioner in
April but, apart from expressing concern over the need

for more Britsh defence support in Mauritius, seemed to have no great concern about the
repatriation of llois to Mauritius, although he had beewphasising his desire to slow that down
S0 as to reduce the impact on the Mauritius economy as much as poBkibldigh
Commissionerdvised the FCO to "play this affair slowly" with a view to avoiding any further



repatriations But there had been no response tothe@&v er nment 6 s request
about resettlement schemes, (7/1088).

322. On 27th April 1971, Mr Vétt, to whom the Mauritius High Commissioner had reported
on his meeting with the Prime Minister, received a ldttan the ODA in which the

discouraging views of its agricultural adviser on possible coconut plantations in Mauritius were
reported This hadbeen the idea of the Mauritius Prime Ministéy particular problem was the
long period of time before any new plantations would yieldratyrn However, it was

prepared in principle to finance a study, (7/1090).

323. On 30th April 1971, the Treasuwas asked to agree to the payment of Rs500 to each of
the 37 llois families who would leave Diego GarfuaPeros Banhos and Salomonhis would

total £13%®. Their chickens could not be transferred because of disease, their vegetables, which
were reognised to form part of their basic diet, would have to be left and replanted, and certain
fixtures and fittings in the houses wodldve to be left behind and replacéethe Treasury

agreed a week or so later.

324. At the beginning of May, the Secretarf/State met the Prime Minister of Mauritiusle

was briefed on what to say by FCO officialBhe Brief, * (7/1093)(P), refers to the 55 families

,or some 170 people, whose contracts had been terminated in 1967 and who had returned to
Mauritius where thg seemed "to be loafing at cost to Mauritius social services" There were 103
families or just under 400 people still workimgBIOT to be resettled, if possible elsewhere than
Mauritius Agalega was the best place and an expert in copra had producszbaraging

report; it appeared that he had yet to go thé&@ig-breeding scheme on Mauritius was a
possibility now that coconut plantations did ndfier much hope Officials of both governments
should work together to pursue the various ideas witkertgp with the aim of devising a
comprehensive plan of resettlement acceptable to both Governments.” Thequghg scheme
appears to have been the idea dauritius Minister, Mr Ringadoo.

325. Mr Ringadoo told a High Commission official that the Miny of Labour had tried
unsuccessfully to interest the llois on Mauritius in teafdmé production; they were a
continuing liability on social services and outdoor reli®ther ideas for a resettlement scheme
were canvassedith him, (7/1097).

326. Meanwhile Mr Moulinie was continuing to make optimistic noises about the prospects of
production on Agalega and with costs aaanpensation covered, he could provide work for 50
families in the short term and 200 families in the long tefinis was soméiing which itwas

thought he should discuss with Mr Ringadd@n early indication of the views of Mr Windsor,

the copra expert who had by now visitégalega, was favourableThe attitude of the Prime

Minister of Mauritius, in discussion with an FCO Undgecretary, was that resettlement in

Agalega was fine provided that the workers wanted to go there, for there could be no question of
forcing them to go thereThe difficulty of such plantations in Mauritius was pointed out.

327. Mr Windsor concluded itis Report that at least another 100 llois families could be
absorbed on Agalega if there were increasedhanisation, new housing and improved medical
and educational facilitiesThe BIOT Commissioner thought that the next step should be a

f c



developmenplan based on a more detailed report from Mr Windsor, followed by negotiations
over what financial assistance the @overnment should giveinternal FCO minutes assessed
the costs of resettling 160 families, including 55 who were "on the beadteluntius, would be

of the order of £210,000 plus various other iteffikis was seen by at least some in the FCO as
the way to proceeghersuading Mr Moulinie to accept 150 or so llois families, but if they were
unwilling to move, local arrangements would hawde made fothem.

328. On 4th June 1971, the US Commanders on Diego Garcia and the Seychelles asked Mr
Todd for "dates for soonest removal” of the copoaikers as within the month, construction

would have displaced several more families and greatiyeld copra production, (19/1127(a))

But as the Commissioner pointed out, the timing of the sailings of the "Nordvaer" and the
Moulinie organisation did not permit a strict militaiignetable to be met.

329. By June, Mr Moulinie seemed to be gettingcctdet about the possible development of
Agalega because he feared political instabilitiviauritius and possible nationalisation of the
plantations, although the FCO were trying to persuade the ODA to back the scheme with
development aid, and it appeatechave support from the Prime Minister of Maurititihe

FCO pressed the BIOT Commissioner to pursuéMdulinie over this although emphasising to
him that the scheme had to be as economical as possible and, as he was expecting to profit
ultimately fromit, he would have to bear some of the costs himddie Mauritian Minister of
Labour was thought to be in favour of dealinghiat way with those still on Chagos as well as
with those variously described in the FCO material as "beachcombing” or "beabk" in
Mauritius He was reported as thinking that the latter would be anxious to go to Adalega,
(7/1134)(ND).

330. In mid-June and early July, the FCO, at the suggestion of the Mauritian Minister of
Labour, also asked MoD if it could give somelwasvorkon a naval base on Mauritius to those
llois already in Mauritius but nothing came of it because the Royal Navy did not employ the
civilian labourers who worked there.

331. Although a draft brief of 13th July, from FCO to MoD for a visit to Wagtom,

expressed the hope that by then all the contract labouretsebademoved from Diego Garcia,
" as the first stage in our scheme to cease all economic activity in the Chagos Archipelago”,
matters hadhot proceeded so smoothly, (7/1138).

The evacuabn of Diego Garcia

332. The "Nordvaer", which was to carry out the evacuation of Diego Garcia, broke down en
route and needed temporary repair fromAhngericans there There appear to have been just

over 100 llois, some 36 or 37 families on Diego Gaatithis time, and some 200 or so
Seychellois On about 25th and 26th July, passengers were loaded for Peros Banhos and
Salomon, but after they had been discharged thezeship had to return to Mahe for repair
without completing the evacuation of Deée@arcia There was some anxiety among the
remaining’natives", according to a telegram from the Island Commander to the BIOT
Administrator, about the limited food supply on the islaiitie "Nordvaer" had also arrived

with a veterinary team and crateirder to catch and transfer to the Seychelles five wild horses
from amonghose on the island, at the request of the Department of Agriculture in Mabke



team had been warned that shipboard accommodatidhefior would be ruggedMr Marcel

Moulinie onDiego Garcia expostulated in a telegram to the BIOT Administraibith all the
deckpassengers | have for Mahe how on earth can we carry horses?" Although, as he said, the
removal of the horses would have to awaitah@val of a ship bound for Mah#&e passengers

on that eventual voyage were to compare unfavourably their accommodation wihothdéd

to the horses and "rugged" would not have done it justice.

333.  On 24th August, Moulinie & Co agreed to send the "Isle of Farquhar” to Diego Garcia
complete the evacuation of the people and a lateottipe "Nordvaer”, when repaired, would
remove the remaining copra, supplies and equipmeéme food situation was described in a
telegramfrom the US Island Commander to the BIOT Administrato2&th August, in response
to a request for information and, if necessary, h@l§/1162(a)) Food support by way of flour
and milk had been made and would continue, there was for the while sufficient rice and salt,
cooking was not an insuperable probleumt there was a shortage of fresh fruit and vegetables.

334. The various shipping problems meant that evacuation was not now expected to be
complete until the end of Septemb&ir Mo u | i n i irrélaionpodakingtfamities to
Agalega vacillated; he thought that taking 25 families would be possible but he then became
concerned leghat became a long term commitment of his without the backing of a firm
development plan approved by the UK Governméig wanted firnproposals to be put

forward by he UK for his board to consider rather than for him as a share holder to have to put
them forward The BIOT Administrator told him that he would begin work on a scheme with
their cooperation for the expansion of copra production to absorlalbilies wih a UK

financial contribution.

335. On 30th September 1971, the "Nordvaer" arrived in Mahe with the last of those to be
evacuated from Diego Garcidhe Seychelles Unitetde o pl eds Party publicat.
(7/1199), hostile to the then local admstration, described the background under the heading
"BIOT throws out Islands Natives'lt referred to the length of time for which some of those had
lived or had families living on the Chagolt anticipated a UK/US defence requirement for the
other (hagos islandslt gave the 1968 population figures for both the Chagos and for the
western islands of BIOT which were formerly part of the Seychelles, Aldabra (42), Farquhar
(50), and Desroches (1200 pointed out thaseveral of them felt deceived atritked because

in 1968, Mr Moulinie in the presence of Mr Todd and various UK and US personnel, had
promised them that when they left the islands for good they would receive some compensation
by way of disturbance pay, but they hadeived nothing of wdt they had anticipated they

would receive in Mahe and Mr Moulinie had denied making any such promiselloiswere
deposited on the jetty and had to be put up in the prison with prison To@dSeychellois were
simply left to their own devices amdany slept homeless for a whild he majority of the llois

left for Mauritius on the "Mauritius" on 8th October arriving on 14th NovemBert anumber

had been left behind, 4 adults and 7 childr&hey were to receive medical attention before the
adultsdeparted for AgalegaBut theadults who left on the "Mauritius" had rejected the offer of
employment on Agalega because they felt so bad about having been decevirellitwlinie

over compensationThis was to be taken up with the BIOT CommissiorEne article
concludes by r eddemnatiomafthd base anll ef théJokeach of the territorial
integrity of the Seychelles involved in the creation of BIOhe SPUP sent @py of this



article to the UN Committee of 24 in March 1972; it iged some press publicity in the
Seychelles.

336. Michel Vencatessen was among those who landed in Mahe and left for Mauritius later on
8th October He was issued with an identitipocument in the Seychelles on 5th October 1971 in

a form for those who werunable to obtain a passpoltwas issued to him for theurposes of

his journey to Port Louis, Mauritiudt describes him as "British Subject Citizen of UK &

Colonies" (7/1170).

337. There was indeed an inquiry about compensation made to the Bd@imissioner on

5th October 1971 by a Seychellois lawyer on behalf dfcas family; he believed that
compensation would be paid to those who went to Mauritites described the family as having
been evictedrom their homelandT h e Co mmi s suscaphnete dslss hawdorreplywe

must be very careful what we say"(19/1170a) Threeother families also wrote in early

October in a similar vein stressing that they were all born on the Chagos, had their roots there,
had nothingon the Seychelles drwere in desperate strait®ne of them is a Claimant in these
proceedings.

338. On 2nd November the Seychellois lawyer wrote again, pressing for a reply and saying
that he was now acting for the parents of 35 childieventually, on 11th November tBOT
Administrator replied saying that the Seychellois were contract workers who since their return
hadbeen paid what was due to them under their two year contracts, (19/12¥3¢a)jilar

answer was given to the SPUP in December thtwegleft open tl possibility of considering
individual cases which might be referred to him, (19/1243(a)).

339. The SPUP, which was to become the ruling party in a single party state following the
“"Liberation Day" coup, also wrote enquiring as to aveilability of conpensation There were
rumours that it was in contact with the "Mouvement Militant Mauricien” led by Mr Paul
Berengerwhich the Seychelles Governor passed on to the. F&@he same time, he said that
the prison accommodation had been previously unasatiMr Moulinie had paid for the food,

he was dismissive of discomforts on the voyage and thought that the llois had failed to act on
promises made to them by Mr Moulinie as to future work on Agalega.

340. Mr Moulinie asked the BIOT Administrator what bbould say to those who were to
embark for Mauritius from Mahe about compensatishould he say that they were to receive
nothing, or should he negotiate something and if so should a single woman labourer get
anything?

341. Through October, the incondive discussions between the BIOT Administrator and Mr
Moulinie continued From the perspective of Mr Todudriting to the FCO, Mr Moulinie was

going round in circles without any real advance in weeks on the production of a development
plan byanybody orany firm commitment to anything from anybody, (7/117But what would

not be part of any such plan was any indefindenmitment to subsidise any losses which might
be made; at some point he would have to take the risk.



342. At the same time, Mr Todd saexpressing concern to the FCO that if more workers left
Peros Banhos and Salomon for Agalega to replacditmaishing numbers of Seychellois
workers there, the plantations on those two islands would become unvideiee had also been
8 llois and Mauitians from Diego Garcia who wanted to return to Mauritius as their contracts
had expired and they could not be prevented fdoing so.

343. By 20th October 1971, the press and politicians in Mauritius were raising the problems of
the distressed lloisraving in Mauritius This wasreported on by the High Commission to the

FCO and to the Governor of the Seychelldse Militant", the newspaper of the MMM, reported
aconversation between Mr Berenger and a Mauritian lawyer, Guy Ollivry and journalists
deploring the treatment of Mauritians "torn from theauntry of origin® The SPUP from the
Seychelles had warned him of what was happening to these people in the SeyGhelesad

no compensation despite the Rs500 which had been promised by Mr Moalimesettlement
benefit; there were 300 families in utter distrasd there were several llois in distress in
Seychelles He would campaign for compensation for them and against the nuclearisation of the
Indian Ocean It was up to the British to aiss these latest victims of imperialisithe High
Commissioner commented that Mr Berenger m@aw in a far stronger position to make trouble.

344. The Governor of the Seychelles told the FE@7/1181)(R), in response to the SPUP

article, that those whbad come to Mahe on thislordvaer" on 30th September were 8

employees and their families whose contracts had expired and who could not be prevented from
returning to Mauritius where arrangements were in hand for them to receive their contractual
entitlements No one would be compulsorilgpatriated to Mauritius but instead would be

offered employment on Peros Banhos, Salomon or Agalégay had been accommodated in a
modern unused prison building completely separate from the main prison, becausa no oth
accommodation was availabl&@hey were told byMr Moulinie that he would give them first
consideration for jobs on Agalega if they applied after leave in Mauritiuthis telegram, it

was notsaid that they ought to have made such applicationseb&faving Mahe.

345. The Secretary of State said that it should be emphasised that the great majority of llois
had not gone to Mauritius but to other Chagptends and that only 8 families had gone to
Mauritius and that that was at their own request]l@3) Rs 500 disturbance was being paid to
those who had gone to the other Chagos islaiitiss was the line which the High

Commissioner said he would advise the Prime Ministédadritius to take in response to an
anticipated Parliamentary Question/1(¥86) In this telegram to the FCO, repeated to the
Governor ofthe Seychelles, dated 22nd October, the High Commissioner records the Prime
Minister of Mauritius telling him of his understanding that manhyhose in Seychelles awaiting
onward shipmentot Mauritius were UK citizensThe concern was that with pressure from Mr
Berenger, antligh local unemployment, it would be "embarrassing” if UK citizens were shipped
to Mauritius and it would be very much better if ®eychelles could be persuaded toegt

them He continued "I cannot understand how these people have suddenly been evacuated from
Chagos without any prior notification to Mauritius Government if it is seriously intended to ship
them here!" He thought that something mighave gone griewasly wrong with the original

scheme, (7/1186).



346. The Prime Minister did as advised and answered the Parliamentary Question along the
lines suggested, adding that he had constantly &esimred by the UK Government of its
readiness to coperate in redding all Mauritians evacuated from ChagdBesettlement plans
takingaccount of their wishes and interests were being designed which would also cover those
already in Mauritius.

347. On 28th October 1971, Mr Berenger and Mr Ollivry had a meeting héhdigh
Commissioner who, reporting to the FCO, said that theirc@adern was for the Mauritians

who had been destitute since their arrival in 1968 and subsequently, living in conditions of
extreme povertynost of whom were now having to fend for thelwse without social security
They had described the Mauritian authorities as apathetiintdug telegram, he commented that
that was largely due to their reliance on the UK Government meeting a commitment the extent of
which had not been specifiedAlthough he had told his visitors that the matter was being
examined urgently, he urged that some form of intassistance be given without delay
pending a firm decision about their futurilr Ollivry had been told by the Prime Minister of
Mauritius thatthey were probably UK Citizens but the High Commissioner said that that
guestion should not be allowed to cloud the issue of resettlerhlentirged that resettlement in
Agalega be pursued with some concrete offer of help.

348. The Secretary of State washappy about this meeting and did not want further such
contact lest it enable those politicians to make claihogiever falsely, that they had been more
effective in looking after the interests of the llois than the Mauritian GovernriEnhoped that
aresettlement plan based on Agalega would soon be at fAdmedHigh Commissioner e
iterated the need for a clear statement as to howWkh&overnment saw its obligations in order
to advance any meaningful resettlement scheidesaid that the MauritsiGovernment had
suggested £300,000 as a conservative estimate covering disturbance, resettlement and
reimbursement of public assistance paymehtssaid that the present estimate by the
Mauritians was that there were 250 families or about 1,000 pedywldad arrived in Mauritius
from Chagos since 1965 to whom the resettlement obligation appfiedvas given permission
to provide to the Government, but not to otpeliticians, the FCO advice from Mr Watt dated
12th March and sent to the BIOT Commisgo which dealt with citizenship, because he had
been asked to be more explicit about this as it was seen as an important point in Mauritius,
(7/1036).

349. On 29th October 1971, a meeting was held between the High Commissioner and
Mauritian civil servardg about resettlement, following mpeetings in May The Prime

Mi ni sterds Permanent Secretary referred to 47
Employment Servicsince their arrival in MauritiusA co-operative pig breeding scheme was
discussd and thought to be appropriati was thought by a seniddauritius civil servant that
those living and working on Chagos had acquired British nationalig High Commissioner
would investigatemployment potential in Agalega and other neighboustands, and
severance pay, the Mauritians would examine the length of servihese displaced since

1965, the sums paid to them by way of outdoor relief, the use of Crown land for resettlement
The inhabitants would besked whether they wished to goAgalega or Mauritius The High
Commissioner was not content with the notes of the meetisgwerance pay because Mauritian
law might be inappropriate.



350. The population figures then being discussed showed the decline in Chagos since 1964
when therevere 638. In 1968, there were 434 and b§70 that had reduced to 343 of whom just
under half were adultsin January 1971, the FCO told the Deputy High Commissioner that there
were 103 families on the Chagdg(7/1212)(D) These were described as "Maian contract
workers".

351. The advice given to the High Commissioner as to the significance of the nationality issue
related to the way in which he might contest aryument from the Mauritius Government about

its responsibility for resettlement tor better terms rather any denial of dual national&gter

all until 1968, Mauritians and llois were Citizens of the UK and Colonies and they had a close
connection with Mauritius; the issue shoblel seen as a technicality in this contéxt,

(7/2213)P). The Mauritius Government was known to be assuming that the resettlement
agreement with the UK covered those who had returned to Mauritius since*1965,

(7/1207)(ND).

352. On 31st October, the "Isle of Farquhar" arrived in Mahe having completedabeagion

of Diego Garcia; it brought only one llois woman aruald in addition to a few Seychellois

When reporting this to the FCO, the Governor of the Seychelles said that there was an advantage
in resettling llois on Agalega rather paying a lump swwalise they would all take the lump

sum and esemployees from the Seychelles wouldnt the sameThe idea of a lump sum had

been mooted as a solution to the problem of the Mauritians "on the béaittgrs too within the

FCO thought it important thately "be put to work".

353. Iturnto the oral evidence given about these evehite first time Mrs Talate said she

was told she would have to leave Diego Garcia sekasnonths before they leftfThey were all

called to the Administration Office for a neey at which Paul Moulinie came with an
EnglishmanMr Todd). There had been no Americans theHe told them what the Englishman
was saying the Mauritians had sold Diego Garcia and theyld have to leave, including her
husband who had been borntbe SeychellesThey had to leave because Paul Moulinie said

there wouldoe no food However, before their meeting there had been no food, soap, milk,
medicine, nurses or teachers and everybody had left anddkatvhy she left They had to go to
PerosBanhos and Salomon and those who wanted to could go to Mauritius, but they had to go to
Mauritius if they did not go to Peros Banhos or Salombliney could not stay in Diego Garcia

and they had no right to stafPaul Moulinie saidhe British Governmerttad given the

Mauritius Government money not to remove people straight away and to give them time to build
houses.

354. She said they thought they were only going to have fish balls, that the dogs were going to
be poisoned and that they were going tegilithe islanders poisoned fish ballShe said that

the Administrator and the people in charge had said ia¢ said then that nobody had dhiat

but she could see it because they had killed her dog.

355. She said that at the meeting Marie Louiaal a shock and just fell, and that she did not
see her on the islands agaln her witnesstatement she said that she died of what must have
been a heart attack, upon hearing that they had to leave, and died on.théhsgotished to



her, but it wa too late She gave no such evidence in chief or in cesamination, nor did
anyone else nor was there aryerence to it in any contemporaneous documents.

356. She said that before they left there was a jet plane, but she was not sure about whether
there were helicopterd.ater, she said she was rsoire about whether there were jeghe said

orally she remembered fighter jets only because her parents used to tell her about thesme since
was a child and scare@®he said they saw planes and dtah went out to see them, but they

were scared because there was no fd8ite then said that nobody said anything about jets, they
just hid everything She thought planes were dangero8ke thought there wanger because
there was no food, everyohad gone and there were no drugs for when she waslhurer

witness statement, it wagitten that she remembered the British sending a helicopter, an
aeroplane to fly very low to scare theh was quite plain at this stageher evidence that she

was very confused and that she had no idea that it said in her statement that there had been any
risk or threat otheir being killed or bombed.

357. Later she said that the dogs were given poison and taken to the calorifer, a sort of oven
which was part bthe copra production, where thesere killed, and she said that they were

going to kill the islanders in the same w&§he said that there were many English and United
Stategpeople living there, but that she did not speak to any of them because sbé shéak
English She said there were British officers therg she did not know if they were soldiers
There were American and English living at Norwa, on Diego Garcia, but she did not know who
waswho. There were big boats there and she went taree@lms played by the English,

although she could not speak Her withess statemedraws no distinction between those

English speakers to whom she said she spoke and what she may have understood from others
Herwitness statement, but not her aggidence, said that the British officers had decided that
those who lived on Diego Garcia would movePeros Banhos and Salomon and they were
threatened by the British officers and told that they had no choice but to leave.

358. She was forced to go teks Banhos on the "Nordvaer" boarding in the afternoon, but
leaving at night in case anybody wanted to esc&e said how painful it was to leave, seeing

some of the dogs had escaped, including her own, following the boat as it left Diego Batcia

it is clear that by "forced" she meant that she had no choice rather than was physically compelled
to board This suggestion of threat, asth other allegations, was not maintained or justified by

the evidence which she gave.

359. Mr Canter, a former RNieutenant Commander, gave unchallenged evidence that he
arrived in Diego Garcia in November 1971 after allpkentation workers had left; there were no
RN Officers on his arrival and he was the first RN Officer to be stationed there permanently
Theonly people were US construction battalions, a small US Naval Communications Unit and a
few civilians There was a temporary airstrip usady by C130 Hercules transport aircraft, but

no helicopters C130s would take off flying low on full throttle ovére main settlement at
Pointe de | 6Est e.

360. When Mrs Talate went to Peros Banhos, she lived in Peros Town in a house that was
unfurnished because she had had to leave behintitiges which she owned on Diego Garcia



When she went to Peros Banhos gfwight she was going there forever because Peros Banhos
had not been sold.

361. Jeanette Alexis said that her father had come home one day and told her mother that the
island was closing down because the Amerieage moving in to build a basé&he relised, as

time went by, that it was a military base and she saw military ple®ies said they werscared

because there had not been many planes on the island and they were noisy and she and her sisters
used to hide from thentShe felithat they had beeinvaded by foreignersThere were no

British Officers living there As the "Isle of Farquhar" sailed with them from Diggarcia they

could remember seeing their dogs running up and down on the quayside barking, although other
peopl eds doughtandchbarat inbhe @lorifec a

362. Her mother, Mrs Mein, said the islands were literally closEle first thing she heard

was that the English were giving the island toAlneericans Mr Todd and Marcel Moulinie

came to a meeting to which everyonasanvited Marcel Moulinie translated when the meeting
wasover, giving an explanation of what had happened, then Paul Moulinie gave an explanation
She had cried with her husband because weg very sorry and did not want to leave, but there
was nopossibility of staying on Diego Garcid here were English and Americans dowgrk

in various parts of Diego Garcia and they destroyed everything ttieeg had been unable to go
there but they were taken thdrefore they left She said that no proparrangements had been
made for them to leave; the Americans said "Do you want your fatethe lsame as the dogs

who are left behind, who were killed?" She agreed, however, that she could not speak English
Marcel Moulinie saichothing much but he remated the story about the dogs, but, she said, he
was speaking in EnglistShe freed her animals before she. |&fhey could not take their
possessions and everything including her furniture remained in the. iBlisdook just three
mattresses to Per@anhos and her ten childre®aul Moulinie had promised them
compensation; Mr Todd had made promises of compensation with cash aaddatfat he

would follow on after them, but they got nothin§he said she never spoke to the English or
Americans btiher husband spokelittle English.

363. Mrs Pirondés evidence was much the same; s h
islands were not for her, a Diego Garcian.

364. Marcel Moulinie said that at first they had understood that the whole of Chaydd
close Later, the British Government said that Diggarcia would close but they did not know
about Peros Banhos or Salomon.

365. He pleaded with people to go to Peros Banhos and Salomon when Diego Garcia closed
Mr Todd and his uncle had been3alomon and Perddanhos to see if appropriate

accommodation was available and that he had been told that Rs 500 was to be paid to those who
went to Pero8anhos They would have had to be closed in the absence of a capital injection in
the islands He had known that when the islands closedst of the islanders would go to

Mauritius.

366. No physical force had been used on the evacuations but he said that the islanders had
been told that there was no more food and that thetdd be nothing left on thisland He said



the islanders had not wanted to leave the islands because it was their island, ratterahsa

of conditions on the boatHe thought that about 25 families had gone to Peros Banhos and
Salomon, or even® He said Salomorslandersvere very reluctant to go to Peros Banhos and
vice versa and the same for interchange with Diego GaFaasome of the youngenes it was

an excitement, but they were not able to take all that they possé@ds=émployees had an

option as to where g8y went They were told that at a meeting and that the only way of getting
on or remaining on the island was being employed by the compéawould not have said to
Jeanette Alexis that threats of force had been used to make people leave the isfaads, me
personal promise @ompensation, but he would have said that if they had to move there would
have been some compensation.

367. The Americans arrived in two groups at the end of 1969 and November 1970, by which
stage Diego Garcia had effectivddgen divided intdwo parts; from the arrival of the Americans

in 1969 a number of ships came to take the llois away, according to his Bancoult Judicial Review
statement This involved a number of trips by the "Mauritius”, the "Nordvaer" and the "Isle of
Farquar? He had not encouraged the lloidéave but thought that many had become frightened

by the Americans and felt they had no option but to Doe island population began davindle

between 1968 and 107

368. The 1977 statement said that Mith@ncatessen was a bit shaken at news of the
evacuation and talked about his forefathers aogepted that if he were told he had to go by the
company he would have to géle was instructed to tell them that they had to leaved&hda
No-one arguedhat he had no right to move them.

369. He got authority for what he said from his uncl&ou do not just kick the whole

population off without compensationThis was early ir1966, when the llois could come and

see him individually They discussedatnpensation among themselves but he did not know what
theywere going to get.

370. In his Judicial Review statement, Marcel Moulinie said that the declining population by
1970 led to over 800 dogs on the east side of Dé&gmia where the coconuts wetiee

Governor ordered these strays to be destroyed which he tried to manage by using first of all US
sharpshooters and then poisoning, finally gassing them in the caldtliéenated doing this but

he could understand that if these actioagsed the lloito fear some form of violenceHe had

never said that any llois would be put in the calorifer.

The evacuation of Peros Banhos

371. Reverting to the documents, on 12th November, the anxieties which had previously been
expressed by Mr Moulinie about tleng termobligations to llois with which he might be landed

on Agalega had hardened and he no longer wished to proceed jointly with tBewgknment

The future of the copra was uncertalde would prefer to recruit in the normal way, the

Governor of he Seychelles told tHeCO, (7/1220) He had also expressed doubt about

continuing to run Peros Banhos and Salomon as the labour force was inadequate and "on
economic grounds early closing is desirabl€he Governor saw an increase in the labour force
there as the answer but recognised Au#tlega was no longer an option for resettlement except
for a gradual absorptionThe llois could not be settled there as copra small holders



Compensation could be paidhis telegram led the FCO to comment thdtad put a ceiling on
resettlement costs of £750,000 in case ofgbrs of eventuality.

372. The FCO still wished to pursue an arrangement with Mr Moulinie and asked the
Commissioner of BIOT to find out why he had changed his rouridt recognised thidne was
unlikely to change it againHe was to be asked about the numbers which he might take on a
commercial basissncouraged perhaps by a loan from the UK Governniestotched the idea
that resettlement on Peros Banhos and Salomon wascacabé answer by reference to earlier
correspondenceMr Moulinie confirmed his concerns adding that such labourers would feel
themselves to be in a special position, but he remained willing to take llois from Chagos
provided they returned to Mauritius firgirfrecruitment in the normal wayHe told the BIOT
Commissioner on 25th November that he had tried to recruit 25 couples from Mauritheslbut
only obtained 18 peopleHe told Mr Todd in a letter of 30th November that the present
management agreementswanworkable and thatost people on the islands were just waiting to
leave.

373. The figure of 1,000 people to whom the resettlement obligation applied caused some
alarm as it was larger than expectdthe FCO said* (7/1225)(P), that in 1964 there hbelen

658 llois in Chagos, of whom 55 with their families had arrived on Mauritius in 1967, and a
further 140 individuals including children had arrived in 36  There were now 332 persons

on Peros Banhos and Salomon, Diego Garcia havingdmeepletely @acuated The difficulty

of knowing which way the Mauritius Government wished to deal with resettlement was also
thought toimpede any immediate actiomlid it want a scheme which might create internal
problems by placing llois in a distinctly better pm# thanother Mauritians, or would it rather
receive money by way of reimbursement of public assistance whereby the llois would effect their
ownresettlement? It recognised the danger of appearing to go round in circles.

374. The High Commissioner repged to the FCO on 17th November that the Prime Minister

of Mauritius had suggested a lump sum paymettidse "on the beach" so as to be "shot of the
problem” as he was said to have putBut this was not a resettlement scheme and wsioigly
attractmore llois to return aggravating the unemployment problem, as the High Commissioner
saw it The Prime Minister thought thttis form of payment had been agreed but there was
some uncertainty as to the basis upon which that might be theTdasé&CO wa toinvestigate

this, the total cost and the true position of the Mauritius Government towards such payments as
discharging the UK's obligatione Mauritius according to a telegram of 2nd December from the
Secretary of State to the High CommissionerlZ42).

375. The difficulties of knowing how many llois there were {BEDT and at various later

dates was referred to in a note by the BIOT Administratothe FCO The High Commissioner
waited for a definitive list of llois who had returned to Maustifrom the Mauritius

Government But hewas now of the view that a lump sum payment was the tidiest means of
dealing with the problem because of the difficulties in the wayre$attlement scheme

However, the Governor of the Seychelles pointed attaHump sum scheme would have
repercussions there amuld not compensate the llois for the jobs which they would be losing
That could only be done by resettlement on Agalegathoughthat political pressure could
enhance their demands consideyadtd that they were "completely unsophisticated but capable



of takingopportunity to drive a hard bargain and liable to respond to irresponsible
leadership",(7/1234)Differentiating compensation based on agrild lead to interminable

wrangling and woul not normally be expected by the lloide estimated that allowing for free

rations ancaccommodation, wages for two people would be about Rs 2,000 pa although the FCO
thought that the correct figure was Rs 1,400dbourers, apparently excluding aripaance

for free housing The Governor of Seychelles persisted in his concerns about a lump sum
payment to the I 1ois; it would cost about A25
those now on Chagos.

376. On 10th December 1971, the Offiokthe Prime Minister of Mauritius wrote to the High
Commissioner saying that the total number of persdmshad come to Mauritius from Chagos

since 1965 was 1,151, made up of 97 couples, 241 singles and 716 children upon whom some Rs
2,140,000 had beespent on public assistanc&he High Commissioner forwarded to the FCO

from the Mauritius Government a list of thosbo, following their arrival from Chagos after

1965, had registered with the Mauritius (Ministry of Labour); it showed the names ofithose

had also received public assistanddey had come from all three Chagos island grogmsme

are Claimants (It is by no means clear homany were llois rather than Mauritian contract

workers, perhaps of longstanding in the Chagos.)

377. The FCO apeared as at mibecember to have accepted thatpigeding would not
provide an acceptable resettlement schemeparglied a lump sum payment scheme instead but
it had decided that there was to be no liability to the Seychelldie Governor of the

Seychelles repeated his dissent; any such payment would be seen as a redundancy payment
rather than as a resettlement payment andadd be said by the SPUP to be applicable also in
the Seychelles.

378. 1972 revealed the first signs of stirrings withie flois on Mauritius Mr Christian
Ramdass of Roche Bois, Port Louis sent a typed lettenghish, dated 17th January 1972 to the
US Ambassador to Mauritius purporting to be on behalf of all the inhabitants of Diego.Garcia
He complained that they hdsken forcibly asked to settle in Mauritius, "thus leaving behind all
our properties and wealths acquired throygérs of hard labours”, (8/1283} expressed
astonishment that compensation had been proposed in the form of pig rearing andsasadd

for cash Others had taken their jobs when they had recovered from the illnesses which had
brought them to Mauritius in the firplace They had been deprived of their rights and asked for
justice and fair play He sought compensation for those who ledidChagosefore 196.

379. On 1st February 1972, the High Commission reported to the FCO that the Prime Minister
of Mauritius had received a request from Mr Moulifde transport for 130 adults and 240

children from Peros Banhos and Salomon to Maugitirhe FCO recognised that it had little

choice but taconcur if the Mauritius Government did, but thought that this would cause great
embarrassment as no compensation had yet been agréledsimralready thereThe Seychelles
Governor reported to tHeCO that Mr Moulinie would like to see the islands closed as they were
no longer profitable to him on the present basis; the Governor would, however, discourage their
staggered departure on the "Nordvaer"; thelads would not be evacuated until the
conpensation issue had been settl@the Mauritius Prime Minister agreed this approach.



380. The resettlement proposals received a rebuff at the hands of the Mauritius Ministerial
Committee on Resettlemenits report of 17th Februamgjected the paymewntf Rs 3,000 for a
single adult and Rs 4,000 for a couple as inadequated examined the issues and concluded
thatthe 300 families should be adequately rehoused on two housing estates at 8 houses to the
acre with space for a vegetable garden@rmmunal amenities 250 heads of households were
unemployed (86) or only in casual employment, which included dock labour, (134)frapart
those who were too old to warlOnly 43 were in permanent jobs but these included very poorly
paid domestic serviceA pig-breedingscheme was recommendedabbits could be bred around
the houseslt was assumed that 130 more families remained to be resettle€Cfragos The

total estimate for the resettlement was Rs 8,560,000 or about £642,080r the purposes of

this report, 286 people wenaterviewed covering 986 individuals altogether, with 44 households
which could not be traced.

381. On 18th February 1972, the Mauritius Cabinet approved a scheme which the High
Commissioner urged the FCO to acceptvo housing estates comprising 330 houses would be
built, a pigbreeding ceoperative would be established nearby with grants and loans, and a
furthergrant would be made for vegetable growing and rabbit breeding on individual plots of
land There was confidencé&llowing the Governmensurvey in which these possibilities had
been canvassed, that most of the 296 families would wish to participate and that those who did
notwould receive a cash grant instedtlwas assumed that the 13%, as it was put, on Peros
Banhos and Salomon would participatiéall 460 heads of families and unmarried men
participated, the total cost including reimbursement of social security payments would amount to
Rs 8,558,000 or £642,@ The Prime Minister of Mauritius urged acceptantéhese

proposals.

382. The ODA was unconvincedt told the FCO that some of the costs were reasonable but it
doubted whether all the llois would wish to becould become pidpreeders, that the

resettlement would only add to the oympulation andinemployment on Mauritius and that if

this werea potential aid project, it could not be supported in any circumstantesFCO was

more favourably inclined, even were a third housastate necessary for those llois yet to come

it was still not an expnsive scheme, would not have been jibbed at but faneexpenditure

on the Seychelles airport, and with the economic problems facing Mauritius, the llois had to be
treated reasonably well s to avoid the Mauritius Government turning round anah¢ethe

UK to look after its own peopleThe FCO thought that it had a weak hamd wanted to avoid
cheeseparing Shortly after, there was a suggestion from the Acting Prime Minister that the
llois should go to Englandnd that it was only due to sodast minute and skilful drafting that

they had become Mauritian citizen§he High Commissioner did his beet"enlighten him:'

By the end of February, the ODA was raising further questions about the reality of the costs and
return on thepig-breeding sheme although the High Commissioner remained of the view that
the scheme was as realistic and viable as any likely ppdskiced by the Mauritians, for all its
difficulties; at least it would not be seen as providing competition for jobs which would
othawise go toMauritians in the way in which industrial training woul@he Governor of the
Seychelles thought that it would be acceptable to the lloi®stiThagos once they realised that
there was no lump sum available.



383. An FCO Brief on llois reslement,* (8/1308)(ND), dated 1st March 1968 recapitulated

the history there had been no permanent populatasna matter of policy the plantations had

been allowed to run down since 1965, the number of workers dropped steadily and workers had
returnel to Mauritius, the US had accepted that handling the llois was to govern subsequent
planning The subject was not one to raise.

384. The FCO response to the concerns of the ODA was that time was pressing, the scheme
fulfilled the essential requiremen$ the kind ofresettlement scheme which it had in mind and
that it should not be judged as a normal development prdiath a resettlement scheme,
acceptable to the Mauritius Government had been sought for a longitiofiered reasonable
prospect®f success in extremely difficutonditions, "so that we can get ourselves off the hook
on which we impaled ourselves, without too much thought, a good many year$ ago”,
(8/1317)(ND) Through March, the ODA criticised the agricultural aspects of thenselrom a
practical point of view; its failure wasertain,* (8/1319)(ND) Pig-breeding was too complex

for the llois and the economics of production and marketing were unfavourable.

385. However, by 8th March 1972 the FCO was warning that the renggatamtations would

be closed as soon as the Mauritius Governroentirmed its willingness to receive the

remaining llois, said by the BIOT Commissioner to number 65 men, 70 women and 197
children He alsoadvised that there had been only limited mixamgthe islands between the

llois and the Seychellois, who rarely spent more thancovidractual periods therdHe advised

in April that 100 Seychellois had been returned to the Seychelles when Diego Garcia had been
closed,and that 95 Mauritians (18 mel8 women and 49 children) had gone to the other

Chagos islands with a further 25 (7 men, 6 women anthil@en) choosing to return to

Mauritius as their contracts had expired.

386. Notwithstanding the points raised by the ODA, the FCO pressed theufy¢éaspprove

the resettlement package on 19th April 19821330) It saw the obligation to Mauritius as

being to meet the costs of a scheme rather than to evaluate or even devise a kdwm®pted

the force of the ODA points but said that it wex for it to become involved in the preparation

or execution of the Mauritiuovernment scheme; it simply had to be sure that the obligation
could not be discharged more cheaphhis scheme was almost certainlydercosted and if it
were examined moreosely, there would almost certainly be a substantial increase inltost

did have the advantagleat the scheme was devised and supported by the Mauritius Government
and its adoption would enable an increasingly urgent problemdaspesed of quickl. (This
emphasis may have reflected the need to fashion argument in such a way as to appeal to the
recipient, and isucceeded.)

387. On 23rd June 1972, at a meeting in London between the Prime Minister of Mauritius and
an FCO Minister, the UK Governmeoffered £650,00@n full and final discharge of the

obligation which it had undertaken at the Lancaster House meeting in September 1965 to meet
the cost ofesettlement On 4th September, the Prime Minister wrote to the High Commissioner
accepting thasum on that basisit discharged the UKsovernment's obligation to meet the cost

of resettlement of those displaced from the Chagos Archipelago since 8th November 1965,
includingthose still there The UK Government could make a public statement toetffiett

He noted that this did not affect the verbal agreemimirg to Mauritius "sovereign rights



relating to minerals, fishing, prospecting and other arrangemeitsasked for payment at
earliestconvenience It appears to have been paid in thergpof 1978. When acknowledging
receipt, the Prime Minister emphasised the rights wkialbritius retained over Chagos and
which he said had been agreed in 1965; this included the return of the islands to Mauritius
without compensation, if the need fdretir use by Great Britain disappearéelhe Governor of
the Seychelles wanted no such public statefmecause SPUP could be expected to make a
similar demand on behalf of Seychelloldowever, on 7th November 1972, the Prime Minister
madean announcemeint the Legislative Assembly stating the sum to be paid by the UK
Government and its broad purposes, including housindeanadsufficient to enable the llois to
earn a livelihood He said that the nationality of those displaced was still being studied.

388. Returning to the events on the islands in May 1972, rations were due to be taken to Peros
Banhos and Salomon at the end of Maye BIOT Administrator, having discussed matters

with Mr Paul Moulinie, suggested to the FCO that labour should be coatsthbn Peros
Banhoshecause this would be the most economic way in which to use the available labour force
which was too small to run the two islarefficiently. He advised that, on economic grounds,

"we should close Chagos as soon as possible”, (8(2B3 The island manager and Deputy

BIOT Administrator Mr Prosper, told Mr Todd in Jurfe(19/1288a), that 90% of the labour

force wanted those islands evacuated as soposasble and that should be done, or the labour
force increased.

389. On 17th dine 1972, Mr Todd told the FCO that the "Nordvaer" had just arrived in Mahe
from Chagos, carrying 53 llois (30 adults andck8dren) from Peros Banhos and Salomon who
wished to go on leave to Mauritius and to return later to Chagessaid that they lsabeentold
that "we cannot guarantee return passages”, (8/133&y would sail for Mauritius from Mahe

in July. What he described as "this latesbdus" had reduced the labour force to 50 men, 50
women with 174 childrenNonetheless, those on Salomioad refused to move to Pei®anhos
and the issue had not been pressed by the island mamag&odd recognised that people could
only be moved between islands witteir willing co-operation The Captain of the "Nordvaer"
had told him that there was air of general apathy on the islands and a geaetaptance that
the islands would close one day; it appeared increasingly difficult to get the workers to'work
am afraid that it all boildlown to the old cry of the sooner we evacuate the iskadetter."

390. On 3rd July 1972, the BIOT Administrator had to write to the FCO commenting on the
trading losses shown in the plantation accauhtsthought that a fair estimate of the total cost

for copra from Chagos delivered in Mahe would be £&0tpn which compared with a local

costof £35. A high production was necessary to overcome the freight cost in order to make a
profit "and circumstances have made thipossible’ Additionally, Mr Moulinie's costs were

higher than £60 partly becausehid inefficiency but also because "We have been rurthiag
islands on a care and maintenance basis and have kept the labour force below an economic level
due to the unc e futura'i (8/1337) lderthouglt that ihesy haal dothesaé well as
could be expected out of the islands and deserved credit for keeping thermfditite

resettlement problems had been solvielis Commissioner thought that the islands would be
evacuated by the end of the yeMr Moulinie wrote to Mr Todd to say th@aompensation for
displacement of Rs 500 per head had been paid to those on an attached list.






