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PETITIONS FOR REDRESS OF GRIEVANCE - TYNWALD DAY 2011

Introduction

In the Isle of Man, the right of an individual to petition Tynwald has existed from
"earliest times". The Lord of Man, together with his Barons, Officers and the 24 Keys
of Man would assemble at Tynwald Hill to proclaim the law and dispense justice.

Acting as both parliamentary assembly and High Court, hence ‘The High of Court of
Tynwald’, the Scandinavian derived body would hear petitions from persons in the
community that were either of a legal nature or related to matters regarding
individuals and how the rules of the community had effect upon them. Whilst
Tynwald no longer considers petitions on legal matters, being concerns of the High
Court or various tribunals, the Tynwald Day Ceremony of today continues the
ancient tradition of petitioning Tynwald on other grounds.

Known previously as Petitions for Redress of Grievance, now changed to just
Petitions for Redress, their presentation has remained a feature of Tynwald Day to
the present, although until 1957 there were no written rules to follow and petitions
presented in the last century up to 1957 were not considered by Tynwald itself.

In recent times Petitions have been presented on a wide range of topics. Details of
Petitions for Redress presented since 2006 are listed in Appendix 3. A set of all
Petitions for Redress (of Grievance) since 1957 can be viewed in the Tynwald
Library, Legislative Buildings, Finch Road, Douglas, opening hours Monday-Friday
9am-5pm.

This booklet includes a commentary, included in Appendix 2, featuring selected
Petitions for Redress (of Grievance) from 1971. Some examples illustrate where some
Petitioners have failed to meet the requirements (‘Standing Orders’), which are
detailed below, following examination by the Standing Orders Committee of
Tynwald. Intending petitioners are advised to consider the examples in Appendix 2.

The procedure is not a simple one if the objective of the Petition is to be successful in
having Tynwald investigate the matter raised in the petition, usually by setting up a
Select Committee. The establishment of a Select Commiittee, if approved, is costly in
parliamentary time, and possibly at taxpayers’ expense; members of Tynwald have
to be convinced that the procedure and the worth of such an investigation would
justify the time and any costs.

Where any petition, and/or the matter to which the petition relates, is referred to a
government body, the same considerations may also apply.



Other parliamentary procedures to consider

Petitioners should satisfy themselves that the course of action of presenting a
Petition for Redress is the most appropriate in their case.

Other courses of action in the parliamentary process should be considered. These
include;

a) contacting a member of Tynwald (‘Member’) to see if they will support you by
making efforts on your behalf. Such efforts may include contacting the Chief
Minister, or government departments and/or the Ministers or members of those
departments.

Contact details for members of Tynwald, excepting the President of Tynwald and
the Attorney General (for whom procedural difficulties may arise if approached), are
included at Appendix 4. Many members of the House of Keys hold regular
‘surgeries’, details of which can be obtained from those Members.

This approach may allow the matter to be treated in confidence, but the following
necessarily do not;

b) having been contacted, a Member can raise matters in the legislature by putting
down Questions and/or Motions for discussion. Raising the matter in this public
way may have a desired effect.

Even more publicly;

c) you can also organise a Public Petition to gather support for your view. The

procedure for presenting a Public Petition is less onerous than that for a Petition
for Redress.
Details of the procedure for a Public Petition are available from the Clerk of
Tynwald's Office (contact details on the inside front cover of this booklet), or by
viewing the relevant Standing Orders of Tynwald, SOs 6.1-6.4 and 10.10, in the
Tynwald Library (contact details also on the inside front cover of this booklet), or
on the Tynwald website www.tynwald.org.im in the Official Papers section.

Contacting a member of Tynwald, or organising a Public Petition may be done at
any time of the year; the placing of a Question and/or Motion can be done during
the parliamentary year from October to July, except during recesses. You can only
present a Petition for Redress at the Tynwald Day Ceremony at St. Johns, on July 5th
this year.

Be aware, as stated in Standing Orders below, that your Petition for Redress will not
be considered by Tynwald unless a Member puts a motion on a Tynwald Sitting

Order Paper.
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Contacting Members

Whilst any petition is envisaged to contain a summary of the matter raised and
include a short plea (prayer) as to the relief requested eg °..that Tynwald
investigate..., if a Member is to “pick-up’ the petition it might be as well to approach
a Member before a petition is presented, to determine if a Member will pick it up,
though petitions can be presented without determining this. Members consulted
beforehand may be able to advise on the direction of the case put in the petition and
matters to include that they would support, and matters not to include that they,
and other Members, might not be able to support.

Additionally, it would assist any such Member, whether approached before or after
the presentation of a petition on Tynwald Day, to be advised of as much relevant
information that can be supplied; it is acknowledged that this might be difficult to
summarise in a petition of this nature. Such information may influence whether a
Member will subsequently decide to “pick-up’ a petition and place a motion on an
Order Paper, and may assist that Member in addressing a future sitting of Tynwald
in requesting an investigation of the matter.

Petitions remain ‘live’ for five years after their presentation and a motion may be
placed on an Order Paper anywhere in this time period, it is not necessary to place a
motion on the next Order Paper in October - a Member may prefer to put a motion
down on a known likely ‘quieter’ sitting so that the petition may have greater
prominence among the items set down in an Order Paper than at ‘busier” sittings,
and also when parliamentary time may allow for an investigation.



General Guidance

You should also be aware of the ‘Report of the Select Committee of Tynwald on the
Petition for Redress of Grievance Procedure” (1994). A full copy of the report is
available in the Tynwald Library. However, the rules have been amended since that
report was made.

What is a grievance?

In general a grievance is a circumstance or state of things which is felt to be
oppressive. The starting point is that a grievance must be a legal grievance. It is a
wrong or hardship (real or supposed), which is considered a legitimate ground of
complaint. It is, therefore, something of some seriousness and not simply something
which gives rise to a sense of dissatisfaction. In addition, though not purely
personal, it must prejudicially affect the petitioner's interests.

A petition for redress must

(@)  relate to a matter of public interest (SO 6.11 (a)). That is to say it must not be
of a purely private concern but should have general implications; and

(b)  relate to a matter falling within the province of Tynwald (SO 6.11(b)). This
excludes, for example, matters which are under the control of the Parliament
at Westminster, such as succession to the Crown, and matters in respect of
which Tynwald has devolved power to another authority.

It is, nevertheless, possible to seek the appointment of a Committee to
investigate whether procedural changes should be made to avoid recurrence
of the grievance: it is the immediate decision which cannot be changed.

In particular, the petition should

(c)  not relate to any specific case which could be or has been adjudicated upon by
the High Court of Justice or any tribunal or arbitration, or any formal
officially recognised complaints procedure, unless the petition shows that in
the particular circumstances it is not reasonable to expect the petitioner to
resort, or to have resorted, to such remedy (SO 6.11 (c));

(d)  contain no reference to any matter the substance of which has been
determined by Tynwald in the current session (SO 6.11(d)).



Compliance with the Standing Orders of Tynwald

The Reports of the Standing Orders Committee of Tynwald on Petitions for Redress
have, in recent years, included the following general comment:-

“Before examining each petition we feel it is appropriate to make a few general
comments on the presentation of Petitions for Redress. Standing Orders are quite
explicit as to the basic requirements of petitions - those requirements may seem
somewhat technical and possibly legalistic, but they are requirements which are
neither unduly onerous, nor obscure. Moreover, the Clerk of Tynwald’s Office
produces an explanatory memorandum to assist the potential petitioner to comply
with the requirements of Standing Orders. The Clerk of Tynwald and his colleagues
make their time and experience available to assist prospective petitioners to produce
petitions which comply with the basic requirements of Standing Orders.

In the light of such assistance, we can see no reason for failure to comply with the
basic requirements of Standing Orders. If prospective petitioners do not take up the
assistance offered, they only have themselves to blame if their petitions fail.”

Where a Petition for Redress is in order, but which has not been subject to a
resolution for its investigation by a Select Committee of Tynwald within five years
following the end of the month in which it has been presented on Tynwald Hill, it
shall be deemed to have lapsed and shall cease to be before the Court (whether or
not a general election to the House of Keys shall have taken place within that
period). (SO 6.12)

A Petition for Redress may be presented in the Session following that in which a
matter has been determined, or every subsequent year, or every five years (if the
petition has lapsed (see also Notes re SO 6.12));

The Standing Orders Committee, in their report on Petitions for Redress presented
in 2002, drew particular attention to the requirement that petitions must be
respectful, decorous and temperate. Petitioners are warned that failure to comply
may mean their petitions being ruled out of order.

Petitioners are reminded that petitions to be presented at Tynwald Hill in 2011 must
not refer to matters determined by Tynwald since 1st October 2010.

20 April 2011



DETAILED NOTES ON THE PROCEDURE FOR THE PRESENTATION AND
CONSIDERATION OF PETITIONS FOR REDRESS

The Procedure for the presentation of Petitions for Redress is contained in the
Standing Orders of Tynwald, Nos. 6.1 and 6.5-6.12, copies of Standing Orders can be
viewed in the Tynwald Library, or on the Tynwald website www.tynwald.org.im
under Official Papers. Below is a guide to those Standing Orders and the device,
[SO No(s) ...] has been adopted to enable persons to refer to them.

A Petition for Redress may be presented at Tynwald only when assembled at
St. John's. [SO No. 6.5].

A Petition should be no larger than A4 size paper. A style guide to the format of a
Petition for Redress is set out in Appendix 1.

General

If you decide to present a Petition for Redress it must be printed or typewritten and
[SO No. 6.1]

(1)  be headed "In Tynwald” and addressed "To the Honourable Members of
Tynwald Court"; [SO No. 6.1(1)]

(2)  be in English or, if accompanied by an English translation certified by the
petitioner, in Manx; [SO No. 6.1(2)]

(3)  include your name and address; [SO No. 6.1(3)]

(4)  be respectful, decorous and temperate; [SO No. 6.1(4)]

()  contain no reference to any debate in Tynwald or a Branch, not to any Bill, not
to any intended motion unless notice of such motion stands upon the Order
Paper of Tynwald; [SO No. 6.1(5)]

(6)  contain no application for any sum relating to public service, or for
compounding any debts due to the Crown, or for the remission of duties

payable by any person; [SO No. 6.1(6)]

(7)  contain no erasure or alteration unless the same is specially referred to after
the prayer and before any signatures; [SO No. 6.1(7)]

(8)  contain a short statement or concise summary as a concluding paragraph

(This is termed “the prayer’ [SO No. 6.1(8)]) This should be a clear indication
of the nature of the grievance and the general action being requested;
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be signed by the petitioner or an advocate (or, in the case of a corporation
aggregate, be executed in any manner authorised by the Companies Acts 1931
to 2004 or the Companies Act 2006) on the page on which the prayer appears,
the prayer being repeated on each page which bears signatures; [SO No.
6.1(9)]

Contents of Petitions [SO No. 6.11]

Your Petition for Redress must -

(@)
(b)
©)

relate to a matter of public interest;
relate to a matter falling within the province of Tynwald;

not relate to any specific case which could be or has been adjudicated upon by
the High Court or any tribunal or arbitration, or any formal officially
recognised complaints procedure, unless the petition shows that in the
particular circumstances it is not reasonable to expect the petitioner to resort,
or to have resorted, to such remedy;

contain no reference to any matter the substance of which has been
determined by Tynwald in the current Session [ i.e. since 1st October 2010].

Mode of presentation [SO No. 6.6]

Q)

Your Petition for Redress may be presented at the foot of the Hill by you or a
person authorised by the petitioner; such authorisation must appear in the
petition.

The Petition for Redress may also be presented on your behalf by a member
of Tynwald.

A petitioner presenting a petition shall approach the Hill by the processional
path

No Petition for Redress may be presented at the foot of the Hill by more than
three persons.

[N.B. Persons are expected to dress in a manner befitting the occasion.]

-10 -



No reading of or address on petition on Hill [SO No. 6.9]

A Petition for Redress cannot be read, nor may any Member speak to it in Tynwald,
until it has appeared on the Order Paper (i.e. been the subject of a motion for it to be
investigated).

Petition to be handed to Governor [SO No. 6.7]

(1)  If a petitioner or their representative presents a Petition for Redress in person,
the petition must be handed to the Clerk of Tynwald, who will be at the foot
of the Hill. The Clerk will deliver the petition to the Governor.

(2)  On delivery of the petition to the Governor, petitioners or their representative
must return along the processional path.

(3)  If presented by a Member, a Petition for Redress is handed forthwith by the
Member to the Governor.

Reference to Standing Orders Committee [SO No. 6.8]

(1)  The Governor shall, on receipt of a Petition for Redress, refer the petition to
the Standing Orders Committee.

(2)  Itis the duty of the Standing Orders Committee to examine every Petition for
Redress to ascertain whether it is in order, and report to Tynwald at a
subsequent sitting.

(3)  No Petition for Redress will form part of the proceedings of Tynwald until the
Report upon it by the Standing Orders Committee has been laid before
Tynwald. All Petitions in order are termed "laid before Tynwald" following
the Standing Orders Committee Report being presented. All of those in order
"lie on the table" until a Member "picks up" a Petition in the form of moving a
Motion that the prayer of the Petition be examined, usually by a Select
Committee.

Reference to a Select Committee [SO No.3.11]

A Petition may be referred to a Select Committee of Tynwald. This is not an
automatic procedure. A member of Tynwald will be required to move a resolution
to this effect. No Member is obliged to "pick up" a Petition that he/she does not
agree to. Members have also to consider the Standing Orders. These rules set out
that:

-11 -



i) No debate is permitted at any time in Tynwald on a matter tabled for
consideration by either Branch.

ii) No person shall propose any motion which anticipates a matter already
appointed for consideration of Tynwald, except by leave of Tynwald
supported by a quorum of each Branch.

iii)  No motion shall refer to any matter which is sub judice, subject to the
discretion of the President.

iv) A motion not seconded shall not be debated.

Members may decide to adjourn consideration of the petition and ask a department
of government to comment or report on its contents.

All Petitions found to be in order continue to "lie on the table" if not "picked up". The
time limit for a Petition for Redress to be “picked up” is five years from the end of
the month in which it was presented. It is not necessary, within the procedures laid
down, to re-submit a Petition within this time period that has not been "picked up"
since its presentation. Petitioners can continue to ask Members to "pick up" Petitions
for Redress that "lie on the table", or Members themselves can decide to “pick-up”
any petition in this period. [SO No. 6.12]

Proceedings in Committee

Should Tynwald refer the Petition to a Select Committee the procedure of the
Committee will also be governed by Standing Orders of Tynwald. [SO Nos. 5.9-5.18]

The Select Committee may regulate its own way of proceeding. It may call for
evidence in written form, and examine any witnesses it may decide can give oral
evidence whether or not written evidence may have been previously presented by
them.

Oral evidence taken by a Committee is taken in public and recorded and transcribed
unless the Committee determines otherwise. When hearing evidence from the
petitioner, unless satisfied that there are exceptional reasons for not doing so, the
Committee will sit in public, and such evidence will be recorded, transcribed and
published either with its report or earlier. Written evidence will usually be
published with its report. [SO No. 5.10]

If the Committee wishes to call for documents or summon witnesses or examine
them on oath it can request Tynwald to grant it such powers under the Tynwald
Proceedings Act 1876 (unless the Committee has already been granted such powers
when it was created). [SO No. 5.10]
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Any person not complying with a summons to appear before a Committee or
produce documents etc when requested would be in contempt in the same way as
when summoned before a Court of Justice (Tynwald Proceedings Act 1876 section 3).
When examining witnesses the Committee may admit or exclude strangers at its
pleasure; but it shall always exclude them when deliberating. [SO No. 5.17]

Report of Committee [SO No. 5.18]

A Select Committee will report to Tynwald. It may also report its proceedings from
time-to-time, and may make a special report of any matters which it may think fit to
bring to the notice of Tynwald.

Any member of a Committee may append to a report a memorandum setting out
reasons for dissent or qualification.

A report from a Select Committee will be laid before a sitting of Tynwald, and a
motion will appear on the Order Paper. The resolution agreed to when a Petition for
Redress was referred to a Select Committee may have required the Committee to
report to Tynwald by a specified date. Even so, a Select Committee will present a
completed report, or a report on its progress, as it judges whether it has considered
the matter to its satisfaction. A member of Tynwald can ask for a statement to be
made by the Chairman at any time in Tynwald. A further motion can be put to
Tynwald by a Member that, if approved, can require the Select Committee to
expedite its considerations, but this would be unusual.

Consideration of Report by Tynwald

The Chairman, or in his or her absence another Member, is likely to place a
resolution before Tynwald in relation to the report of the Select Committee. A
debate by the members of Tynwald may follow.

Tynwald may accept, amend or reject the resolution relating to the report. It may
also, for example, ask the Committee to reconsider the Petition. Tynwald may ask
another Committee of Tynwald, or any other public body, to examine the Petition or
the recommendations of the Select Committee, or both.

Where any other public body or Department is asked to report back to Tynwald on
any matter arising from the Petition or recommendations from the Select Committee,
that body will lay a report before Tynwald together with a motion for the reception
or adoption of that report to enable it to be publicly considered and debated (TR
16.07.1986 Petition of Mrs Joan Mann - see Appendix 2).

A Select Committee may recommend what actions, if any, it feels are necessary.
Tynwald may resolve to agree, or not, with the Select Committee and seek that
certain items are carried out.
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Should Tynwald resolve that legislation be prepared, it may be some time before
new legislation appears before the legislature. Similarly, any executive action

involving public expenditure is likely to be delayed until the necessary funds are
available.

It will be for Tynwald to decide what action should be taken in the event of non-
compliance with its resolutions.
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Appendix 1

STYLE IN WHICH A PETITION FOR REDRESS SHOULD BE DRAWN UP

IN TYNWALD

To the Honourable Members of Tynwald Court

I authorise ..................... to present this petition on my/our behalf.
(if a representative is to present the petition, otherwise omit this beginning)

The Humble Petition of
(here insert the names(s) or descriptions(s) of the petitioners(s) together with the address(es)
ie resident address in the Isle of Man)

Sheweth

That
(here set forth the case or circumstances to be brought to the notice of the Court, a summary
may be sufficient)

Wherefore your Petitioner(s) seeks (or seek) that
(here set forth the prayer ie a short statement showing the particular object of the petitioner,
or the nature of the relief asked for)

(Signature(s))

Notes

1. After the prayer only signatures should follow. The prayer should be
repeated on each page which bears signatures.
[See General Notes (8)]
[See also Appendix 2 -1985 Petition of John Edwin Callister and others]

2. The Clerk of Tynwald is available in the office in Legislative Buildings, Finch

Road, Douglas to advise informally as to whether a draft Petition is likely to
be acceptable for presentation to the Court.
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A Petitioner may wish to contact the Clerk of Tynwald's Office (contact
details on inside front cover of this booklet) to arrange a suitable time to meet
with the Clerk. The Clerk may also nominate another officer of Tynwald to
assist.

A meeting is usually held by the Lych Gate outside the Church at St. John's on
Tynwald Day prior to the start of the Ceremony. The Clerk of Tynwald will
give a briefing to Petitioners and representatives on the procedure to be
followed when they are called upon to come forward to the Hill. A Public
Notice giving the exact time of this meeting is placed in the local newspapers
and on the Tynwald website under ‘Tynwald Day’" (www.tynwald.org.im)
near to Tynwald Day.

It is advantageous to the Clerk to know which petitioners can be expected to
be presenting petitions so that he may brief the attending ushers and security
personnel, particularly if any petitioners have disabilities and/or have special
requirements. Petitioners usually enter the processional way by the War
memorial and proceed to the Hill to meet the Clerk. Where Petitioners or
representatives are unable to make this distance, different arrangements can
be made - prior notice at the meeting above or before Tynwald Day would be

helpful.

Those unfamiliar with the Tynwald Day Ceremony should be aware that the
presentation of petitions for redress occurs near the end of the proceedings on
the Hill. It is difficult to give precise timings and petitioners should take up
their allotted position in good time; there is no provision to present a petition
except when petitioners are called upon.

It may assist petitioners to follow the Order of Proceedings set out in the
small booklet included in the Tynwald Day Programme. A copy of last year’s
Programme can be viewed in the Tynwald Library, or on the Tynwald
website (www.tynwald.org.im) under Tynwald Day. This year’s Programme
will be available a few days before Tynwald Day from the same sources, and
also from the sales outlet hut behind the main Grandstand.
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Appendix 2

EXTRACTS FROM REPORTS OF THE
STANDING ORDERS COMMITTEE OF TYNWALD
ON PETITIONS FOR REDRESS

(Copies of all reports and petitions are available for reference in the
Tynwald Library, Legislative Buildings, Finch Road, Douglas)

1971 PETITION OF MILLICENT FARAGHER

NOW THEREFORE Your Petitioners pray that Tynwald should reconsider
the appointment of an independent commission to examine the law providing
for judicial corporal punishment in the Isle of Man...

The petition of Millicent Faragher and others relating to the appointment of an
independent Commission to examine the law on judicial corporal punishment
appears to be in order.

Although technically the Petition is in order, we would like to comment that it is
undesirable for Petitions of Redress directly or indirectly to seek the introduction of
new legislation or the change or repeal of existing law. We would like to point out
that other methods are available to Petitioners seeking enquiries into specific
statutory provisions. One of which readily comes to mind is by approaching their
elected representative in the House of Keys.

An issue of this type could properly be pursued by a member of Tynwald raising the
issue by declaratory resolution.

1979 PETITION OF MEC VANNIN

WHEREFORE your petitioners pray that Tynwald without delay appoint a
Select Committee to consider the whole position of Man in relation to the
United Kingdom Nuclear Industry. Further that the Select Committee should
also consider that any radioactive effluent discharged in to the Irish Sea is a
danger to Man. Further that with the United Kingdom Government's
increasing dependency on Nuclear Power with more nuclear reactors on the
Irish Sea coasts that Man should more readily have the information on
radiation levels than at present happens from the United Kingdom
Government agents. Further that the whole question of a Nuclear Power
station in Man, no matter how small, be most carefully considered before any
decision is made: taking into account the danger of increasing more so the
radiation levels.
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A Petition to be in order must be that of an individual, a group of individuals or a
body corporate with a seal. This is what we should expect for no other legal entity
exists. Mec Vannin, which is described as a "Manx Nationalist Party" therefore can
have no standing as a petitioner. It would have been in order for the officials of the
party (who signed the Petition) to petition on its behalf.

The Petition of Mec Vannin, while expressing the opinion that the levels of radiation
should be monitored, sets out no grievance as such.

We therefore find the Petition of Mec Vannin is not in order.

1984 PETITION OF JOSEF KARMA

WHEREFORE your Petitioner prays that Tynwald re-examine the provisions
of the Control of Employment Act 1975 with the object of ensuring that Isle of
Man workers are not unduly prejudiced by their operation.

Had the prayer of the Petition sought a redress of the petitioner's personal
grievance, namely the grant of a Work Permit to a non-Isle of Man worker, it would
not have been in order. Nor would it have been in order if the grievance had been
the rejection of the petitioner's right to appeal on the basis that he was not "an
aggrieved person within the Act and the Regulations and had no right of appeal,
since an appeal could have been made against that ruling to the Staff of Government
Division. However, since the Prayer is limited to a request for a re-examination of
the provisions of the legislation, we conclude that the Petition complies with the
Standing Orders relevant to its presentation.

1985 PETITION OF JOHN EDWIN CALLISTER AND OTHERS

WHEREFORE your Petitioners pray that this Honourable Court -
1. Consider the proposed closure of The White Hoe Hospital

2. Do direct the Isle of Man Health Services Board to reconsider its
decision to close The White Hoe Hospital

3. Do direct the Isle of Man Health Services Board to retain the White
Hoe Hospital.

The Petition is accompanied by 418 sheets of names and addresses headed by the
prayer which constitute part of the Petition. A further 5 sheets of names and
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addresses do not bear the prayer and therefore cannot constitute part of the Petition.
We have not examined or sought to verify any of the additional names and
addresses and can only take into account the twelve names on the Petition.

We find that the Petition is not in order by reason of the fact that at the time of its
presentation the Isle of Man Health Services Board had reached no final decision on
the closure of the White Hoe Hospital and has indeed referred the matter to an
independent body for consideration. The alleged grievance thus would not appear
to exist at the time it was complained of.

This Petition purports to be signed by several thousand people. While we are aware
that other Petitions for Redress of Grievance bearing a large number of names and
addresses have been presented in the past, we feel obliged to point out that this
procedure is essentially intended to assist the individual.

1985 PETITION OF JOAN MANN

WHEREFORE your Petitioner prays that regulations be made to ban totally
the importation of skins of endangered species into this Isle.

The Petition referred to the granting of a licence to import a coat made from the
skins of the Lynx Cat, which the petitioners claimed was an endangered species.
The Petition was referred to the Board of Agriculture and Fisheries, whose
Chairman made a statement to Tynwald on 15th October 1985. The use of the device
of making a statement in lieu of a report (thereby not allowing a debate), and the
accuracy of the information it contained was challenged, and the matter referred to a
Committee of Privileges. Its report was adopted, 16th July 1986. It identified two
main points: -

a) Members who take up Petitions for Redress of Grievance or indeed any other
form of Petition should take steps to satisfy themselves that any evidence
supplied by the petitioner is accurate. Clearly Mr Maddrell MHK had little
choice but to rely on information from the petitioner, but unfortunately that
information proved to be incorrect. Petitioners tend to have a strongly held
point of view and may not be as objective as may be desirable; thus care
should be exercised in accepting evidence which has not been subjected to
critical scrutiny.

b) The presentation of a report to Tynwald by a statement which cannot be
debated or challenged is most unsatisfactory and can give rise to subsequent
time consuming and unnecessary work. Where any Board is required by
Tynwald to take action, that Board, out of courtesy, should lay a written
report before Tynwald together with a motion for the reception or adoption
of that report to enable it to be publicly considered and debated.
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1991 PETITION OF DOROTHY MARTHA HARRIS

This Petition reveals two distinct grievances. Standing Orders do not exclude the
possibility of a Petition for Redress containing multiple grievances and we would
not wish to limit the rights of petitioners. However, we would observe that Petitions
for Redress with multiple grievances may in certain circumstances pose procedural
difficulties for Tynwald Court if further action were to be taken on them.

We would also draw attention to two other aspects of the Petition. The Petition is in
the name of Dorothy Martha Harris, but has additional signatures appended to it.
The additional signatures have been disregarded, as the signatories are not stated to
be petitioners in the Petition. Secondly, the Petition includes a handwritten
insertion. This also has been disregarded because it is in breach of Standing Orders.

1999 PETITION OF GRAHAM CROWE AND JACKIE COOPER

We find this Petition to be in order.

We would, however, observe that while we found, with some hesitancy, that the first
paragraph of the prayer does, as required by Standing Order 6.11(b), “relate to a
matter falling within the province of Tynwald”, the Standing Orders of Tynwald do
not restrict the parliamentary competence of an elected Member as a consequence of
any post held by the Member in the Isle of Man Government, and a declaratory
resolution of Tynwald would have no formal effect on any extra-parliamentary
inhibitions placed on the use of parliamentary procedures by a Member as a
consequence of that Member holding an office in the Isle of Man Government.

2000 PETITION OF DAVID BUTTERY

We treat this Petition as being in order. We note, however, that the Petition was not
signed, as required by Standing Order 6.1(9). While we would not wish to declare a
petition to be disorderly solely on the grounds that it was unsigned, we would
observe that the requirement of a signature is intended to reduce the possibility of
personation or misrepresentation and we would expect petitioners to comply with
the requirement in the future.
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2000 PETITION OF ANNE ELIZABETH SARIA JILL PILLING

In this Petition, the “prayer” of the Petitioner is that: “Tynwald without delay
appoint a Select Committee to consider the requirement of civil servants to carry out
their statutory duties under Manx law and the institution of penalties for deliberate
negligence of Manx laws and no-compliance of Tynwald approved directives”.

On the face of the Petition, this “prayer” relates in part to the complaints procedure
of the Isle of Man Government, and in part to proceedings in the High Court in 1998.

Standing Order 6.11(c) is germane to the 1998 High Court proceedings. It provides
that every Petition for Redress must “contain no reference to any matter capable of
adjudication upon by the High Court or any tribunal or arbitration, unless the
petition shows that in the particular circumstances it is not reasonable to expect the
Petitioner to resort, or to have resorted, to such remedy”. The 1998 High Court
proceedings would appear to be susceptible to adjudication by the Manx appellate
courts. Although we do not believe that the allegations within the Petition for
Redress would preclude the petitioner proceeding by way of appeal, nevertheless
we do not consider that it would be reasonable to require the petitioner to do so.

Consequently, we find this Petition to be in order.

[NB SO 6.11(c) was amended in 2004 and 2007]

2006 PETITIONS OF RESIDENTS OF DERBYHAVEN

Your Committee notes that no fewer than eighteen of the thirty two Petitions
received concerned the same matter and that they were identical in every respect.
Your Committee understands the strength of feeling which these Petitions represent
but feels that it is unnecessary for so many petitions to be presented upon the same
matter.

2008 PETITION OF PATRICIA ANNE KELLY

One final petition was sent to the Clerk of Tynwald by Patricia Anne Kelly by e-
mail in the early hours of 8t July, the petitioner explaining that she had been “not
physically able to make the journey until later than necessary”. The petition is
annexed, but there is no provision for a petition to be presented electronically, or
indeed after Tynwald Day itself, and the petition by Ms Kelly is therefore not a
Tynwald Day petition, and cannot accordingly be in order.
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Appendix 3

CURRENT STATUS OF PETITIONS FOR REDRESS 2006 - 2010

Martin Aram

Derbyhaven

DATE| PETITIONER GRIEVANCE IN ORDER?| PICKED UP? [RESOLUTION| ACTION STATUS REPORTING DATE
2006 | Zoe Elizabeth Planning application re Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
Arnott McAndry Derbyhaven
John Edward Planning application re Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
Arnott Morgan Derbyhaven
and Peta Mavis
Boaden Morgan
John Michael Planning application re Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
Savage and Silvia Derbyhaven
Aestel
Philip Vermeulen| Planning application re Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
and Louna Derbyhaven
Vermeulen
Paul Warburton | Planning application re Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
and Juana Derbyhaven
Warbuton
Carl Wild and Planning application re Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
Rosemary Wild Derbyhaven
Dr Geoffrey F Planning application re Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
Sharpe and Dr Derbyhaven
Karen T Sharpe
David Smith and | Planning application re Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
Jacqueline Smith Derbyhaven
Dennis, Mary and| Planning application re Yes No _ _ Lay on table _




_92_

DATE| PETITIONER GRIEVANCE IN ORDER?| PICKED UP? [RESOLUTION| ACTION STATUS REPORTING DATE
2006 | Robert Duncan | Planning application re Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
cont. |Baddon and Ellen Derbyhaven

Ilid Baddon
David Bridgens | Planning application re Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
and Laura Derbyhaven
Bridgens
Paul Clarke and | Planning application re Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
Kerry Clarke- Derbyhaven
Smith
Carol Donlon Planning application re Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
Derbyhaven
Brian Douglas Planning application re Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
Derbyhaven
Mary Kathleen | Planning application re Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
Douglas Derbyhaven
George Anthony | Planning application re Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
Glover Derbyhaven
Norman Durbin | Planning application re Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
Greenwood Derbyhaven
Michael Anthony | Planning application re Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
Jackson and Derbyhaven
Helen Fraser
Jackson
Margaret Bendall| Pension Supplement Yes No _ _ Lay on table _




_92_

DATE| PETITIONER GRIEVANCE IN ORDER?| PICKED UP? [RESOLUTION| ACTION STATUS REPORTING DATE
2006 |Christopher Gary Medical negligence No Mr Karran Motion not _ Rejected _
cont. Brown proceedings moved

15.05.07
Aileen Fraser Discrimination re Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
eligibility for Civil Legal
Aid
Margaret Bradda Ward, Southlands Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
Rosamund Jay
Patricia Anne Alleged assault Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
Kelly, Jillian Lack of Police action
McGrath and
Michelle Debnan
John Michael Misleading report by Yes Mr Karran Motion _ Lay on table _
Leather Select Committee in 2003 lost
Petition for Redress 12.07.07
p974 T124
John Armstrong | Lack of action to amend Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
Maddrell Port Erin Local Plan from
Report on Petition for
Redress 2003
John Armstrong Enforcement of road Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
Maddrell weight limit restrictions
Wendy Elizabeth | Adherence to Human Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
Megson and Rights Convention
David Andrew
Megson
Wendy Elizabeth Ineffective Redress Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
Megson and procedures
David Andrew

Megson




_LZ_

DATE| PETITIONER GRIEVANCE IN ORDER?| PICKED UP? |RESOLUTION ACTION STATUS REPORTING DATE
2006 |Jane Allan Rainey | Incarceration of murderer Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
cont. to off-island
Brian Alfred Unprofessional conduct of Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
Smith Social Services Division
officers
Donald Whittaker| Limitations on Interested Yes No _ Lay on table NB See GC1/06
party status in planning Determination of
applications Interested Party Status
See also Petition 2008
Donald Whittaker| Legislative changes re Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
rights and duties re rivers
and flood plains
2007 |Margaret Bendall | Social equality, pension Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
supplement
Patricia Anne Injury while at Rushen Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
Kelly School, subsequent events,
reparation
Edward Michael | Children at risk, DHSS Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
Thomas McBride conduct
Brenda Elizabeth [Post Office issue of driving Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
Williams licenses
2008 David Edwin MNH actions contrary to Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
Boyles Article 8 of the European
Convention on Human
Rights
Joseph Duffy  |Decline in NHS Dental and Yes No _ _ Lay on table _

Orthodontic Services




_82_

DATE| PETITIONER GRIEVANCE IN ORDER?| PICKED UP? [RESOLUTION| ACTION STATUS REPORTING DATE
2008 Christopher Immediate financial Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
cont. | Robert Farrer provision for newly

diagnosed chronically ill
Rodger Gimbert | Transfer of data on Manx Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
Residents to other
jurisdictions
Kevin Anthony | Fluoridation campaign, Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
Glynn and Greeba| methodology of dental
Skinner review
Graham Peter Fluoridation campaign, Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
Joughin use of material by DHSS
and Isle of Man
Newspapers, bias and
balance
Robert David | Water Authority charging Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
Kelly procedures
Margaret DHSS residential homes No No _ _ Rejected _
Lombard-
Chibnall
Martin Moore | Road Transport Act 2001, Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
inadequate appeals
procedure
Donald Whittaker| Planning, Petitions of Yes Mr Cregeen | 22-23.10.2008 Select Considered Report and
Doleance adding to p157-172T126 | Committee recommendations (with

planning procedures, extra
cost

amendment) approved
16.12.09 p575 T127




_62_

DATE| PETITIONER GRIEVANCE IN ORDER?| PICKED UP? [RESOLUTION| ACTION STATUS REPORTING DATE
2008 Patricia Anne Failure to act on previous No No _ _ Rejected _
cont. Kelly Petitions for Redress Not
presented at
St.John's,
e-mailed
later to Clerk
2009 | Francis Bernard Consequences of the Yes Mr Speaker 19.01.10 _ Lay on table _
Arrowsmith National Service (Armed (Mr Rodan) Motion lost
Forces)Act 1939 (UK p712 T127
Parliament
Stephen Broad |Civil Legal Aid awarded to Yes Mr Teare 21.10.09 Select Considered Report and
one side in family cases Committee recommendations
approved 13.07.10 p1871
T127
Sheila Jean Water rates for single Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
Carrickford person households; water
meters
Leslie Vernon Home Affairs complaints No No _ _ Rejected _
Crellin procedure
Stephen Holmes |Maladministration in court Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
orders re children etc.
John Michael Obtaining medical justice Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
Leather
Helen Parry, Pat |Free nursery places in state Yes Mr. Watterson 21.10.09, _ Lay on table | Dept of Education report
Costain, Brenda | schools before 2010/11 adjourned to Proposal for free Pre-
Willoughby, March 2010 for School Education (GD
Margaret Kelly Dept of 13/10) approved 16.03.10.
and Margaret Education to Extended to areas of
Cubbon report recognised shortage




_08_

DATE| PETITIONER GRIEVANCE IN ORDER?| PICKED UP? [RESOLUTION| ACTION STATUS REPORTING DATE
2009 Gloria Anne Planning process, lack of Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
cont. Rothwell review of approval
decisions
Ian David Torbet | KSF (IoM) Ltd, refunding Yes No _ _ Lay on table _
of savings of depositors
2010 |Charmian Perston| Complaints procedure, Yes No _ _ Lay on table
private medical patients
Marjorie Service charges with Yes Mr Teare 20.10.10 Select Considered Report and
MacMullen, specific reference to Committee recommendation
Yvonne Williams, freehold property approved: 12.04.11 T128
Michael Cook,
Dorothy Cook
and June Young
Paul Smith Administration of justice, Yes Mr Malarkey 13.07.10 Select Considered Report and
family matters, complaints Committee recommendations
procedure in relation to approved 19.10.10 T128;

decisions by Legal Aid
Certifying Officer

Further report approved:
12.04.11 T128
CoMin to report further
Jan 2012

20 April 2011




