Tun Dr Mahathir

Mohamad has raised

allegations on the

Government’s decision to
abort building a bridge to
replace the Causeway.
Below, the Government
sets out the facts and
sketches the historical ,
-backdrop of this decision.-

© THE ALLEGATION: That the
Singapore Government - ac-

cepted Malaysia’s proposal to ‘

build a half-bridge.

The facts: On- March 4,
2002, Dr Mahathir wrote a let--
ter to Senior Minister Lee
Kuan Yew regarding Malay-
sia’s proposal on the package
of outstanding bilateral issues.

He  proposed. to “build - a

bridge on the Malaysian side

atits own cost while Sirigapore

would build the bridge on the
Singapore side at its own cost, -

~Once the bridge was complet-
ed, the Johor Causeway would
be demolished.

Dr Mahathir proposed that

if Singapore did not build a
bridge on its side, Malaysia in-
tended to build a bridge on its
side. Once this -bridge was
completed, the Johor Cause-

way on the Malaysian side

‘would be demolished.
- . OnApril 11, 2002, (the then
Singapore). Prime . Minister
> Goh Chok Tong repliedand
agreed, although his prefer-
ence was for a full bridge.
However, that proposal ‘was
made in the context of the
package approach for the out-.
standing - bilateral

cussed at ministerial and se-

nior officials’level. . -~
On.0ct 7, 2002, Tun Dr Ma-

hathir informed: Prime Minis-

ter Goh Chok Tong ‘that .

Malaysia had decided to dis-

- -continue discussions on the

outstanding bilateral issues as
a package and to.give the
highest priority to resolving
the water issue. This move
came because there appeared
to be no agreement in resolv-
ing the issues as a package.
©On Oct 14, 2002, Goh
agreed to discontinue discus-
~ sions on the outstanding bilat-

-eral issues as a package. Sin- -
gapore withdrew its agree-

-ment on the crooked bridge.
Goh wrote: “I had been pre-

pared to make concessions in

varying the Points.of Agree-

ment (POA) with exfra pieces -
of land, allowing early with-

drawal of Central Provident
-Fund (CPF) deposits. “and
building our part of the bridge
toreplace the Causeway at our
- expense, as trade-offs, so that
you give us airspace and fu-

ture water at a fair price ...

" Since you now. want to deal

with the water issue separate-

- Kuan Yew.received a -
proposal on March 4,

2002, from Dr Mahathir
to build a half-bridge to

replace Malaysian side of -
the Causeway

issues -
‘which would be further dis- .

. 'Goh had not.given a
~commitment on the
-bridge in his letter on

April 11, 2002, There was
no signed agreement -
between the PMsof
Malaysia-and Singapore
on building the bridge. -

then . Prime

ly and discontinue the pack--
age approach, these trade-offs
areno longer possible.”
In'effect, this letter signalled
a return to a status quo posi-
tion. '

Goh’s statement was‘ not~
- challenged by Dr Mahathir. In

fact, there was no reply to
Goh’sletter by Dr Mahathir.
Singapore reiterated its po-
sition in a diplomatic note on
Nov 29, 2004 while the Cus-

toms, Immigration and Quar-

antine Complex in Bukit Cha-

‘gar was being built.

It said: “These negotiations

- on-a package basis were uni-

laterally terminated by the

7,2002”

With the termination of the
- Degotiations on the package of -

issues, Singapore’s-agreement
for the construction of- the

ists.

~. Conclusion: Tt is incorrect
tosay that Singapore accepted

Malaysia’s proposal to build a
crooked bridge withinrits own
territory. Singapore’s ‘accep-

- tance for Malaysia to build a

crooked bridge was at most a
reluctant acceptance based on
the package approach. .

® THE ALLEGATION: That"
the letter from Goh on April -
11, 2002 was the final ‘com-:

mitment by the republic on the

bridge proposal by Malaysia. -

The facts: During negotia-
tions between the two coun-
tries, there was an under-
standing that any proposal

would not becomie final unless -
it was concluded in an agree-

ment signed by--leaders of

" Malaysia and Singapore.

This was explained in a let-
ter by Kuan Yew to the then

 Minister of Special Functions -
-and Minister of Finance Tun

Daim Zainuddin on Aug: 24,

- 2000. -

 The letter read: “To make it

- easier for us to write to-each -

other; to test various options,

allnotes orlettersIsend toyou -
or Mahathir, or vice-versa,
will be treated ‘as Without

Prejudice: that there is no
agreement until all points are
agreed and signed by the two

- PMs” " - : o
Conclusion: Ii is incorrect

to say that Goh had given a
commitment on the bridge in

Minister  of -
Malaysia Dr Mahathir on Oct -

crooked bridge no longer ex-

ARE

THE FACTS
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his letter on April 11, 2002, -

There was no signed agree-

ment - between the PMs of"
-Malaysia' and Singapore. on

building the bridge.
. @ THE ALLEGATION: That

the bridge was not part of the

package of bilateral issues.
The facts: At first, the otit-

standing package of issuies on-

ly covered four areas: water,

- Central ' Provident Fund,
- airspace and the relocation of
- KTM’s CIQ complex in Singa-

pore. This was agreed to by
both countries in Hanoi on Dec
27,1998.

- Later, however, the bn'dge
“project was. inserted into the

package of issues. - ,
Dr Mahathir did so in a letter
to Kuan Yew on March 4, 2002
and the bridge issue became
one of five issues in the pack-
age titled: “Malaysia-Singa-
pore Package of Five Issues:
Malaysia’s Proposals”.
Conclusion: The bridge be-
came part of the package of
unresolved bilateral issues as
a result of Dr Mahathir’s let-

_ter.

@ THE ALLEGATION: That
the Government’s decision to
abort the-bridge project will
cause billions of ringgit in loss-
es, o ' ‘
he facts: The total cost of

across the Johor Strait was
RM2.379 billion. ‘ ‘

At this -time; the Govern--.

ment is working out compen-

. sation ' to - Gerbang - Perdana
*Sdn Bhd. :

" However, the decision to

-abort the bridge was not.an
economic decision. Once it he- -

came  clear that Malaysia

could not build the bridge vini-
laterally or accede to Singa- -

pore’s requests, calling off the
plan to build the bridge was

~the most financially-responsi-

ble decision tomake. ,
The conclusion: Tt would

not have been advisable to

spend RM1.13 billion on a

structure and be stuck in lim-
. bo.overits use.,

- @ THE ALLEGATION: That

“Malaysia is :d “half-past-six

country with no guts” by call-

_ing off the bridge project.

The facts: The Goveriment

had to take'into account the in- -
‘terests of Malaysians.

= It revisited the wunilateral

proposal by Dr Mahathir to
build the crooked bridge but
came to a finding that this was
not an ideal solution. ,

In coming to its decision to
abort the project, the Govern-
ment studied not only the
Wayleave Agreements but also
the Johor-Singapore Water .
Agreements 1961 and 1962,
the  Separation Agreement

-1965 and took into considera-

tion advice by the Attorney-

General's Chambers.
- This is what the Attorney-
General’s Chambers - said:

- “The - comstruction of the
- scenic half-bridge to replace

the Malaysian side of the Johor
Causeway must be studiedin a

- holistic manner in view of the *

fact that the scenic half-bridge
would have international legal
implications, in particular en--
vironmental impact to Singa--
pore in and around the Straits

_of Johor. '

_“Apart from the above, the '
construction. of the *'scenic
half-bridge will involve the de-
molition of the Malaysian side
ofthe Johor Causeway. =

“The said demolition would -

directly affect the water pipe-
line located inside the Johor

.Causeway and water pipelines -
_“straddling the Johor Cause-
[ . way: In this regard, legal im-
building the CIQ; the crooked -
-bridge and the new K'TM line

plications thereof would have

“to be studied based-on the"

1961 and 1962, Johor-Singa-
pore Water Agreements, Way- -
leave Agreements and Sepa-
ration Agreement 1965.”

. “Malaysia as a sovereign -

~and independent state. has

complete. power and authority -

- over its territory and in exer-

cising the said power and au-
thority, no other state may in-
terfere with its affairs. - o
“Nevertheless, - Malaysia
cannot take unilateral action
without taking into conisidera-

“tion international law princi-
- ples
- among others, taking into ac-

rand " reéquirements,

count the rights and interests

of its neighbouring states.”
‘Conclusion: With so much

_uncertainty, it made sense for -

the Government to take a step
back -and aboft the project.
Running the  Government is

‘ot about scoring points or en- ™

gaging in:brinkmanship. It is -
about weighing the pros and
cons and reaching a decision

-thatis good for Malaysia.

_ @ THE ALLEGATION: That

‘Malaysia offered iis airspace

and sand to Singapore.

The facts: The issue of al-
lowing “ use of Malaysian
airspace has been on the ne-
gotiating table between 1998
and 2002. - g .

DrMahathir inserted this is-
sue in a letter to Kuan Yew on
March 4, 2002. He offered it as
atrade-off during negotiations

- 'on the package of unresolved

issues. With the de-packaging
of the bilateral issues, the pro-

- posal made by Dr Mahathir is

nolonger reléevant.
_ Singapore used to enjoy five
flight privileges until 1998.

It sought all those rights to
be re-inserted, but the Gov- A
ernment of the day was only
prepared to offer Search and
Rescue = and  the - Northern

Transit Corridor rights on

terms and conditions to be
mutually agreed upon.

- _The rights-of Search and .

Rescue was offered on the ba-
sis of reciprocity and is consis--
tent with international prac-
tice. As for Northern Transit
Corridor; it allows RSAF jets to
transit only -over the South
China Sea. The jets will not be
allowed to roam Malaysian
airspace. ‘
Conclusion: The -use of
Malaysian- " airspace  was
raised by Prime Minister Goh.
Chok Tong during a meeting
with Datuk Seri Abdullah Ah-
mad Badawi onMarch 1, 2005
in Putrajaya. Sl
Singapore said - this issue
was- of importance to- them
and said that it would make
selling the bridge idea to Sin-
gapore more palatable. -

- Remember, as far as the Re-
public was concerned, it did
notsee the need for a bridge to
replace the Causeway.

It wanted something in re-

- turn for agreeing to the bridge -

deal and requested for-sand
and the use of airspace; .
However, -once it became
clear that the Malaysian public
was_opposed ‘to- selling - any
sand or allowing RSAF jets to -
use its-airspace, the Govern-

~ment aborted the plan {0 build

the bridge. -

“Going: ahead to satisfy the
two - conditions - the  Republic
put forward ‘would have
meant going against the wish-
es of many Malaysians. —

‘Bernama -



