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At the sitting of Tynwald Court on 21st April 2009 it was resolved – 
 

“That Tynwald appoints a Committee of three Members with powers to take 
written and oral evidence pursuant to sections 3 and 4 of the 
Tynwald Proceedings Act 1876, as amended, to investigate and report on the 
conduct of the Marine Administration - 

 
(a)  in preparing ministerial briefing for the debate in Tynwald in 

November 2003, with special reference to allegations that 
Mr and Mrs Spadoni had breached fishing vessel regulations; and 

 
(b)  in investigating the causes for major stability failure of the 

FV Suzanna D, owned by Mr and Mrs Spadoni, in May 2000;  
 
and make such recommendations as it sees fit.” 

 
 
 

Mr D M W Butt MLC (Chairman)  
 

Mr J D Q Cannan MHK (Michael) 
 

The Right Reverend R M E Paterson MLC 
 
 

 

The powers, privileges and immunities relating to the work of a committee of 
Tynwald are those conferred by sections 3 and 4 of the Tynwald Proceedings 
Act 1876, sections 1 to 4 of the Privileges of Tynwald (Publications) Act 1973 
and sections 2 to 4 of the Tynwald Proceedings Act 1984. 
 
Copies of this Report may be obtained from the Tynwald Library, Legislative 
Buildings, Finch Road, Douglas IM1 3PW (Tel 01624 685520, Fax 01624 685522) or 
may be consulted at www.tynwald.org.im 
 
All correspondence with regard to this Report should be addressed to the Clerk of 
Tynwald, Legislative Buildings, Finch Road, Douglas IM1 3PW. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 Mr and Mrs Spadoni presented a petition for redress of grievance on Tynwald Hill 

on 5th July 2004. Their case is different from most Tynwald Hill petitions in that it has 

already been the subject of a series of Tynwald debates both before and after July 2004. The 

sequence of events is set out in section 2 below. 

 

1.2 The present Select Committee was appointed on 21st April 2009. Our remit is set out 

in the following Tynwald resolution of that date:  

 

“That Tynwald appoints a Committee of three Members with powers to take written and oral 

evidence pursuant to sections 3 and 4 of the Tynwald Proceedings Act 1876, as amended, to 

investigate and report on the conduct of the Marine Administration - 

 

(a)  in preparing ministerial briefing for the debate in Tynwald in November 2003, with 

special reference to allegations that Mr and Mrs Spadoni had breached fishing vessel 

regulations; and 

 

(b)  in investigating the causes for major stability failure of the FV Suzanna D, owned by 

Mr and Mrs Spadoni, in May 2000;  

 

and make such recommendations as it sees fit.” 

 

1.3 We have held seven meetings including two public oral evidence sessions. We have 

based our conclusions on the following evidence: 

 

 oral and written evidence of Mr and Mrs Spadoni; 

 

 oral evidence of Mr John Rimington, former MHK for Rushen, together with a 

collection of documents supplied to us by Mr Rimington; 

 

 oral evidence of Mr Richard Corkill, former Chief Minister 

 

 written and oral evidence of Mr Chris Baker, Marine Data Isle of Man Limited; 
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 the Report of the Council of Ministers Sub-Committee into the Complaint of Mr and 

Mrs Spadoni (GR37/08) which was laid before Tynwald in October 2008 (referred to 

in this report as “the CoMin Report”); 

 

 previously unpublished documents referred to in the CoMin Report, one of which 

we obtained using our powers under the Tynwald Proceedings Act 1876. 

 

1.4 Most of the documents we have referred to in the present report are reproduced in 

the Appendix to this Report. The only documents referred to but not reproduced are the 

CoMin Report itself together with its Annexes; the Report by Mr John Rimington which was 

laid before Tynwald in November 2003; and Hansard. 

 

1.5 Mr and Mrs Spadoni gave oral evidence to the Committee on 13th May 2009. On 16th 

November 2009 they attended the public meeting at which Mr Baker and Mr Corkill gave 

oral evidence. At the end of the oral hearing Mrs Spadoni approached the Committee and 

asked if she could have an opportunity to give further evidence in public in order to respond 

to statements made during the course of the public oral hearing. The Chairman asked her to 

put her concerns to the Committee in writing in the first instance. On 1st February 2010 Mrs 

Spadoni contacted the Committee and asked if, rather than writing, she could be given a 

further opportunity to give oral evidence. We repeated our request that she put her concerns 

in writing for our consideration. Mr and Mrs Spadoni did this in a substantive submission 

sent to us by e-mail on 17th February. We have given this submission careful consideration, 

referred to it in a number of places in this Report, and included it in full within the 

Appendix to this Report. 

 

 

ABBREVIATIONS 
 

1.6 The following abbreviations are used throughout this report: 

 

CoMin Report Report of the Council of Ministers Sub-Committee into the 

Complaint of Mr and Mrs Spadoni (GR37/08) 
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The Department The Department of Trade and Industry 

 

MA Isle of Man Marine Administration 

 

MCA United Kingdom Maritime and Coastguard Agency 
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2. THE SUZANNA D 

AND THE ASSOCIATED TYNWALD PROCEEDINGS: 

CHRONOLOGY 

 

2.1 This section summarises the most significant events and dates associated with the 

Suzanna D and the grievance of Mr and Mrs Spadoni. Further detail on initial events of 1999 

to 2000 can be found in the CoMin Report at pages 9 to 21. (Events associated with the 

Solway Harvester case are interpolated in brackets. This high profile tragedy is likely to have 

been in the minds of the key players in our own case.) 

 

2.2 In April 1999 Mr and Mrs Spadoni bought the Suzanna D, a beam trawler built in the 

Netherlands in 1966 which had been registered in the UK since 1981. Mr and Mrs Spadoni 

had the vessel refitted at Vosper Thorneycroft in the south of England, where the 

refurbishment was completed in November 1999. In May 1999 they had transferred the 

vessel to the Manx register. This necessitated the vessel being submitted for survey to the 

MA. The MA arranged for the stability of the Suzanna D to be tested by Mr Paul Lucas, an 

MCA surveyor acting on behalf of the MA. This was done by means of a roll test on 16th 

November 1999.1 On 10th January 2000 Mr Lucas issued to the MA a “letter of satisfaction”. 

 

2.3 In January 2000 Mr Spadoni sailed the Suzanna D to the Isle of Man. (On 11th January 

2000 the Solway Harvester went down off the Isle of Man with the loss of seven lives. On 21st 

January 2000 the Manx authorities announced their intention to raise the Solway Harvester.) 

 

2.4 On 31st January 2000 the MA issued to Mr and Mrs Spadoni a short term Fishing 

Vessel Safety Certificate valid until 29th February 2000. However, the MA already had 

reservations about the vessel‟s stability. On 8th February 2000 they issued a full term Fishing 

Vessel Safety Certificate but with the “full term” restricted to two years rather than the usual 

four years, and with a condition that a further roll test be carried out on the Suzanna D 

during her next periodic inspection in June 2001. A representative of the MA later explained 

to the Council of Ministers Sub-Committee which produced the CoMin Report that “the 

                                                 
1
 For an explanation of the terms “roll test” and “full inclining test” see Annex 6 of the 

CoMin Report. 
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decision to issue a „temporary‟ certificate was a judgement call made with the business 

interests of the petitioners in mind”.2 

 

2.5 Later in 2000 the MA received from the MCA the regulatory file on the Suzanna D. 

The file gave them sufficient concern to request a roll test at the earliest opportunities. On 

11th April 2000 they wrote to Mr and Mrs Spadoni‟s representatives requesting this. On 26th 

April 2000 the Suzanna D underwent a “roll test” at Port St Mary and failed. The two-year 

certificate was withdrawn. Further investigations were conducted including a full inclining 

test at Ramsey on 5th May 2000. 

 

2.6 (On 26th June 2000 the Solway Harvester was raised.) 

 

2.7 Between 2000 and 2004 there followed a protracted dispute involving Mr and Mrs 

Spadoni, the MA and the MCA. Initially the discussions were of how to rectify the stability 

of the Suzanna D and who should pay for any modifications needed. It later became clear 

that modification was not a viable option. At this point Mr and Mrs Spadoni concentrated 

their efforts on obtaining compensation. 

 

2.8 At an early stage, on 29th August 2000, an internal memorandum was written by Mr 

Peter Chreseson of the MA to his colleague Mr John Wade which included the statements 

that the Suzanna D “at no time satisfied the 1975 Rules” and “consistently failed roll tests”. 

We regard this memorandum as highly significant. It is discussed further at paragraphs 4.9 

to 4.14 below.  

 

2.9 During the discussions as to liability and compensation Mr Rimington, as Mr and 

Mrs Spadoni‟s MHK, was extensively involved and there were also a series of meetings 

involving successive Chief Ministers. The implication of a similar case in England, Reeman v. 

Department of Transport, was that Mr and Mrs Spadoni could not seek redress from the MCA 

through the English courts but would be able to do so via the UK Parliamentary 

Commissioner for Administration. The effect was much the same in that the MCA 

recognised an obligation to offer compensation and there followed a process of mediation. 

 

                                                 
2
 CoMin Report, paragraph 3.12.2. 
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2.10 (On 13th June 2003 the interim report of the Marine Accident Investigation Branch 

into the Solway Harvester tragedy was published. It included recommendations to the MCA.) 

 

2.11 On 19th November 2003, frustrated with the lack of progress in resolving the case, Mr 

Rimington had brought the case before Tynwald. At this stage Mr and Mrs Spadoni had not 

yet brought their grievance to Tynwald Hill. Instead, Mr Rimington laid his own report on 

the case before Tynwald for debate. He moved that Tynwald set up a Select Committee 

which would (a) investigate the circumstances of the Suzanna D‟s stability failure; (b) 

investigate the role of the Isle of Man authorities; (c) seek a means of redress for Mr and Mrs 

Spadoni; and report back with recommendations. The debate was adjourned for three 

months on the understanding that further tests would be conducted.  

 

2.12 In February and April 2004 the adjourned motion was back on the Order Paper but 

on those occasions Mr Rimington did not pursue it. It came back yet again on 18th May 2004. 

This time the debate was concluded when Tynwald accepted an amendment expressing 

concern and calling upon the Chief Minister to act – rather than set up a Select Committee of 

Tynwald. During the debate in May 2004, Mr Rimington reported that further tests had been 

conducted in January 2004. He said:3 

 

“The tests have completely disproved these allegations and demonstrate that the vessel is a 

major stability failure in any condition. Further, the presence of the concrete blocks was 

deliberate, completely open and known to all the authorities.” 

 

2.13 At some point after that debate Mr and Mrs Spadoni accepted a confidential final 

settlement. Mr Alex Downie MHK, as Minister for the Department of Trade and Industry, 

had told Tynwald on 19th November 2003 that at that time Mr and Mrs Spadoni had 

received a partial settlement of £375,000, although this was disputed by Mr Rimington.4 Mr 

Rimington told us in May 2009 that the eventual settlement had been considerably less than 

£1 million.5 

 

                                                 
3
 Hansard, page 1339. 

4
 Hansard, page 425. 

5
 Hansard,13th May 2009, page 10 column 2. 
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2.14 On 5th July 2004 Mr and Mrs Spadoni presented a Petition for Redress of Grievance at 

Tynwald Hill. The full text of their Petition, which ran to four pages, is reproduced as Annex 

2 to the CoMin Report. The Petition was found to be in order and was picked up by Mr 

Philip Gawne MHK. In the debate on 22nd June 2005 Mr Alex Downie MLC, as Minister, 

defended the actions of the Marine Administration and denied the maladministration 

alleged in the Petition. The motion to set up a Select Committee was defeated. 

 

2.15 (Meanwhile, on 19th May 2005 the manslaughter charge against the owner of the 

Solway Harvester, Mr Richard Gidney, had collapsed. The full report on this case by the 

Marine Accident Investigation Branch was published on 20th January 2006.) 

 

2.16 A series of Tynwald Questions about the Suzanna D were answered in writing in July 

and October 2005. According to the CoMin Report, the matter was discussed in October 2005 

by the Council of Ministers; the Chief Minister (Mr Gelling) met Mr and Mrs Spadoni in 

November 2005; and Mr Rimington agreed to defer moving a motion at the December 2005 

sitting to allow the Chief Minister to address matters. The Chief Minister concluded that the 

best way to move the issue forward was through a Committee, and in June 2006 he set up a 

Sub-Committee of the Council of Ministers to assess the Petition independently.6 

 

2.17 The Sub-Committee of the Council of Ministers considered Mr and Mrs Spadoni‟s 

Petition in considerable detail and in much the same way that a Select Committee of 

Tynwald might have done, except that it sat only in private and took oral evidence in 

private. Its Report was laid before Tynwald in October 2008. Following on from 

recommendations in it, statements were made in Tynwald by Mr Downie (in a personal 

capacity) on 18th November 2008 and by Mr Cretney (as current DTI Minister) on 17th 

December 2008. 

 

2.18 On 21st April 2009 Mr Peter Karran MHK moved that Tynwald to allow Mr 

Rimington to be examined by Tynwald Court. This motion failed but a subsequent motion 

on the same Order Paper in Mr Karran‟s name to appoint the present Select Committee was 

successful. The Members of the Council of Ministers Sub-Committee who were still 

Members of Tynwald (Mrs Christian and Mr Anderson) commented in the debate that they 

were not sure how much further a Select Committee would get. The Chief Minister (Mr 

                                                 
6
 CoMin Report, Annex 3. 
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Brown) also supported the work done by the Council of Ministers Sub-Committee but 

signalled his acceptance of a Select Committee on the grounds that if it were rejected, the 

accusations which had been made would “always hang in the air”.7 

 

 

 

                                                 
7
 Hansard, page 854 
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3. MINISTERIAL BRIEFING 

FOR THE DEBATE IN 2003 

 

3.1 The first element of our remit is: “to investigate and report on the conduct of the 

Marine Administration in preparing ministerial briefing for the debate in Tynwald in 

November 2003, with special reference to allegations that Mr and Mrs Spadoni had breached 

fishing vessel regulations.” 

 

 

The briefing papers used by the Minister 
 

3.2 It became clear during our investigation that the Department of Trade and Industry 

had not kept copies of the briefing provided to the Minister and political Members of the 

Department for the debate in November 2003. The Council of Ministers Sub-Committee had, 

therefore, relied on a copy produced by Mr Alex Downie MLC. This explains the inclusion 

in their Report of a recommendation “That the Government Code be amended to direct that 

all Departments/Boards and Offices keep a record of all Parliamentary Briefings given to 

Ministers and Members”.8 

 

3.3 We have examined the ministerial briefing produced to the Council of Ministers Sub-

Committee by Mr Downie. This typescript matches very nearly word for word his speech in 

Tynwald as reported by Hansard. The comparison shows that in the debate Mr Downie was 

speaking on the advice of the Department. We asked the Department who had written the 

speech. They said it had been written by the then Director of the MA Mr Desmond Howell 

with the assistance of the officers involved. They also commented that there are no officers 

remaining in the Ship Registry who were either involved in the preparation of these 

briefings or who were involved with the Suzanna D during its period on the Register.9 

 

 

                                                 
8
 CoMin Report, paragraph 4.10.7, recommendation 10. 

9
 Letter from the Department of Trade and Industry dated 2

nd
 June 2009. 
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The allegation about “propaganda” against Mr and Mrs Spadoni 
 

3.4 Towards the end of Mr Downie‟s speech he said:10  

 

“What was not clear was why the roll test at Portsmouth in November showed a pass, while 

the tests in the Isle of Man showed a significant failure. Until recently there has never been 

an explanation for this... 

 

“The MCA have made further investigations and discovered that Mr and Mrs Spadoni added 

additional ballast to the vessel after she was tested in November. They added a quantity of 

concrete blocks. This was never revealed to the MCA, or to the Isle of Man Marine 

Administration. Both organisations only became aware of it quite recently... 

 

“The MCA have made this calculation and they say it reveals the difference between the test 

in Portsmouth in 1999, and the test in the Isle of Man, is fully explained by the extra ballast. 

If the concrete is removed, the stability will be exactly as measured in Portsmouth – in other 

words, the MCA test in November 1999 actually did come up with the correct value.” 

 

3.5 Mr and Mrs Spadoni‟s grievance is that, to quote point 9 of their Petition for Redress 

of Grievance:11 “In the November 2003 debate, both Mr Downie MHK and Mr Singer MLC 

made many incorrect and damaging statements as to the validity of our case. In particular, 

they repeated the allegations that we illegally made an addition of concrete blocks to our 

vessel which was the cause of its instability”. 

 

3.6 The CoMin Report concluded in relation to this point that Tynwald had been given 

inaccurate information and they called on Mr Downie and the DTI to apologise. Mr and Mrs 

Spadoni and their representatives were not satisfied with this. Mr Gawne said in the debate 

establishing the present Committee that the expression “inaccurate information” 

represented “the cautious words of a Government committee acting under legal advice”. He 

went on: “Tynwald was deliberately misled. Mr and Mrs Spadoni were accused in Tynwald 

of breaking the law. This was an abuse of the privilege of Tynwald”.12 In her oral evidence to 

                                                 
10

 Hansard, pages 426–427. 
11

 Reproduced as Annex 2 of the CoMin Report. 
12

 Hansard, page 850. 
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us Mrs Spadoni said:13 “the objective of the Minister‟s claim... was to mislead the Hon 

Members and the listening public that the vessel‟s stability issue occurred only from the time 

of our ownership”. 

 

3.7 The propositions which offended Mr and Mrs Spadoni so greatly were (a) that they 

had added concrete blocks; and (b) that this might have adversely affected the vessel‟s 

stability. The propositions were offensive because of the implications (c) that Mr and Mrs 

Spadoni had committed a breach of fishing regulations which would have amounted to a 

criminal offence; and (d) that Mr and Mrs Spadoni were responsible in some way for the 

vessel‟s stability failure, which if it had been established might have reduced the amount of 

compensation payable by the MCA. 

 

3.8 Mr and Mrs Spadoni do not deny proposition (a) above, that they added the concrete 

blocks. In Mr Rimington‟s November 2003 report he states at Appendix G that “Mr and Mrs 

Spadoni deliberately and openly placed the blocks in the fish hold and were fully aware of 

the condition of all the water tanks.” In his oral evidence to us Mr Rimington explained: 

 

“The concrete blocks… when a vessel goes… when a vessel is tested, sorry, when it is given 

its roll test for stability purposes, it has to be in what is called a „depart port condition‟, i.e. it 

has got to mimic if it was going out to sea and therefore it has to have its fuel tanks full, its 

water tanks full and it would have, in the case of this vessel, approximately four tons of ice in 

the fish room because the boat would normally go out with ice on board. When it had been 

tested previously, when it was tested in November 1999, a quantity of iron was used in 

substitution for that four tons of ice. That was in Portsmouth harbour and in Port St Mary 

when the Spadonis knew that it was going to be tested and they knew that the vessel was 

unlikely to go much further, because they had already illustrated their deep concerns about 

the vessel, they put in concrete blocks and I think it was a weight of 3.85 tonnes when they 

were actually lifted out and weighed afterwards, so they put concrete blocks in the hold of the 

vessel, newly cemented in.” 

 

3.9 The CoMin Report draws attention at paragraph 3.44.1 to evidence that the MA and 

the MCA knew in 2000 that Mr and Mrs Spadoni had added the concrete blocks, quoting 

Documents 141, 193, 367 and 465. The Council of Ministers Sub-Committee adopted Mr and 

                                                 
13

 Hansard, page 29. 
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Mrs Spadoni‟s view that Mr Downie and Mr Singer had “insinuated that the MA did not 

know [in 2000] about the concrete blocks”.  

 

3.10 The relevant extract by Mr Downie in the 2003 debate is: 

 

“Mr and Mrs Spadoni added additional ballast to the vessel after she was tested in November. 

They added a quantity of concrete blocks. This was never revealed to the MCA, or to the Isle 

of Man Marine Administration. Both organisations only became aware of it quite recently...” 

 

3.11 We do not believe that Mr Downie‟s words imply that the MA did not know in 2000 

about the existence of the concrete blocks. Rather they imply that the MA did not know until 

“quite recently” when the concrete blocks had been added, and by whom. The Department‟s 

position in the 2003 debate was that the effect of the concrete blocks needed to be established 

– in other words that propositions (b), (c) and (d) above needed to be tested. 

 

3.12 The Department‟s side of the story of the concrete blocks is set out in the Answer to 

Written Question 63 on 18th October 2005. The Department acknowledged in this Answer 

that the MA were aware from their attendance in April and May 2000 of the presence of the 

concrete blocks. They affirmed, however, that in November 2003 it remained absolutely true 

that the MCA claimed to have evidence of additional ballast. They indicated further that 

some of the aspects of the vessel‟s stability characteristics were as yet unexplained. 

 

3.13 The Department maintained a similar stance in their answer to Question 64 of the 

October 2005 sitting. The Department were asked why, if they thought Mr and Mrs Spadoni 

breached the regulations, they had not been referred to the Attorney General for 

prosecution. The Department explained in the answer that yes, making a substantial change 

would be a criminal offence, but no, in November 2003 they did not have enough evidence 

on this to precipitate a criminal action in the Isle of Man. 

 

3.14 We have examined again the documents highlighted by the CoMin report in relation 

to this matter. We agree that the documents show that the MA knew in 2000 of the presence 

of the concrete blocks. They do not show, however, whether the MA had at that time clearly 

determined whether the addition of the blocks had had a good, bad or indifferent effect on 

the vessel‟s stability (cf propositions (b) and (d) above). Neither do they show that the MA 
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had approved the addition of the blocks (cf proposition (c) above). Therefore, when, in April 

2003, the MCA raised the issue of the concrete blocks with the MA, we do not accept that the 

MA could instantly have discounted it as an issue.  

 

3.15 We accept as possible, in other words, that by November 2003 there remained 

questions about the concrete blocks which were from the Department‟s point of view 

unresolved. We would comment, however, that these questions both could and should 

have been resolved by then and we do not understand why this was not done. 

 

3.16 The fundamental question is that referred to as proposition (b) above, namely 

whether the addition of the concrete blocks had any effect on the vessel‟s stability. We put 

this question to Mr Chris Baker, a naval architect who had been present at the tests of the 

Suzanna D in the Isle of Man in 2000 and subsequently. He stated very clearly that the 

concrete blocks would have made no material difference to the vessel‟s stability. The 

relevant extract from his oral evidence is the following (EP lines 600-05 and 624-33): 

 

“The Chairman: Can you just confirm you said in the tests in 2000 there was no material 

difference with the concrete blocks? You thought it would not have made a difference. I am 

saying in 2004, when you took the blocks out, was there a material difference? 

 

Mr Baker: No, there was no material difference. 

 

... 

 

The Chairman: There have been allegations that the Minister for the Department and his 

political colleagues were misinformed by the Marine Administration about the concrete being 

a factor – that the Spadonis had made the vessel unstable themselves by adding the concrete – 

and the Minister and his staff then told Tynwald that, which is part of our brief today. I 

wonder, was there anything in the conversations you had with the Marine Administration or 

the MCA which would have given that impression, that they would then pass on to their 

political Members? 

 

Mr Baker: No. I have never expressed the view that the concrete made a significant difference 

to the vessel. No, I do not know. A very unfortunate remark, I think. It was totally untrue.” 
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3.17 Given the clarity of Mr Baker‟s thinking on the issue very nearly ten years after the 

event, we do not think it would have taken enormous effort for the Marine Administration 

to have reached a considered view between April and November 2003. Indeed, Mr and Mrs 

Spadoni recall that Mr Corkill had requested a report on the issue from the Marine 

Administration in their presence in June 2002.14 If a thorough report had been prepared in 

mid-2002, it would presumably have been of assistance in ensuring the Marine 

Administration was fully informed by the time of the debate in November 2003. 

 

3.18 The Department may not have known in April 2003 that the concrete blocks made no 

material difference to the vessel‟s stability, but they should have found this out by 

November 2003. Moreover, given that they had not resolved the issue, it is clear with the 

benefit of hindsight that they should not have advised their Minister even to mention the 

issue in Tynwald, let alone to rely on it as an argument against the setting up of a Select 

Committee. 

 

3.19 Does this episode show that the Department had deliberately decided to mount a 

campaign of “propaganda” against Mr and Mrs Spadoni? This accusation is not proven. We 

would only comment that in its handling of the issue of the concrete blocks between April 

2003 and November 2003, the Department would appear to have fallen short of the high 

standards of professionalism and impartiality to which Tynwald expects all public servants 

to aspire. 

 

 

The apologies made in Tynwald in 2008 
 

3.20 The CoMin Report concluded (at paragraphs 3.44.5 and 4.10.4) that the statements 

made by the then Minister for the Department of Trade and Industry, Mr Downie, were 

incorrect and misled Tynwald Court. They found that there was dissemination of 

information from Department of Trade and Industry that was conveyed in a manner that 

was detrimental and damaging to the petitioners‟ cause (paragraph 4.10.6). The Sub-

                                                 
14

 See Mr and Mrs Spadoni’s comments on Mr Corkill’s oral evidence, contained within their 

written evidence to the Committee submitted on 17
th

 February 2010. 
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Committee recommended to the Council of Ministers that Mr Downie be asked to apologise 

to Tynwald and that the Department of Trade and Industry consider issuing a formal 

apology to Mr and Mrs Spadoni.  

 

3.21 Mr Downie apologised to Tynwald on 18th November 2008, saying:15 

 

“Hon. Members, I wish to make a Personal Statement responding to the Report of the Council 

of Ministers into the complaint of Mr and Mrs Spadoni, reference (GR37/08), which was laid 

before Tynwald Court in October 2008. 

 

On page 34, recommendation 11 reads: „that the Council of Ministers invite Mr A Downie 

MLC to apologise to the Court of Tynwald for the inaccurate statements (based on his 

briefing notes) made in Tynwald on 19th November 2003.‟ 

 

The Council of Ministers accepted this recommendation. Accordingly, the Chief Secretary‟s 

Office wrote to me on 6th October on behalf of the Council of Ministers, inviting me to make 

this apology.  

 

As Hon. Members will recall, the inaccurate statements referred to were about the addition or 

otherwise of concrete ballast which could have affected the stability of the fishing vessel 

Suzanna D. This information was provided to me by the Marine Administration Section of 

the Department of Trade and Industry, where at that time I was the Minister and therefore 

responsible for the accuracy of information being given to Tynwald.  

 

The problems relating to the fishing vessel Suzanna D date back to her arrival in the Isle of 

Man in early 2000, when severe problems with her stability were identified. This was two 

years before I joined the Department.  

 

I understand that the UK authorities have accepted responsibility for their actions in this 

matter and have come to an agreement or an arrangement with Mr and Mrs Spadoni for the 

settlement, which is confidential between the two parties.  

 

                                                 
15

 Hansard, page 224. 
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Meanwhile, in accordance with recommendation 11, I wish to make my apology to Tynwald 

Court for the inaccurate statements made by me on 19th November 2003. Thank you, Mr 

President.” 

 

 

3.22 Mr Cretney apologised on behalf of the Department of Trade and Industry in 

Tynwald in December 2008, saying:  

 

“Mr President, I thank you for the opportunity to make a statement to Hon. Members in 

relation to the Council of Ministers‟ Report on the complaint of Mr and Mrs Spadoni, which 

was laid before the Court at the October sitting. 

 

As Hon. Members will be aware, one of the recommendations contained in the Report is, and 

I quote: „The Department of Trade and Industry gives consideration to issuing a formal 

apology to Mr and Mrs Spadoni for conveying inaccurate information to the then Minister, 

the Hon. A Downie MHK.‟ This recommendation is based upon a finding of the Committee 

that there was, and again I quote from the Report: „… dissemination of information from the 

Department which was conveyed in a manner that was detrimental and damaging to the 

petitioners‟ cause.‟ 

 

Hon. Members, this is a difficult issue for my Department to address. The case dates back to 

1999 and the current situation is such that no officers with significant involvement in the 

case remain within the Department or within Government. I can only assume that 

information conveyed by my Department‟s officers to the Minister was believed to be accurate 

and was provided in good faith. In fact, the Committee‟s Report states that there was no 

written evidence this was intentionally meant to damage the petitioners‟ case, or that it was 

organised misinformation. 

 

Having now had the opportunity to review and reflect on the contents of the Report and, in 

particular, the recommendation to which I have already referred, I recognise that it is my 

duty, as Minister, on behalf of the Department, to apologise to Mr and Mrs Spadoni. 

Therefore, I apologise to both Mr and Mrs Spadoni if information provided to my predecessor 

and referred to by him in this Hon. Court was subsequently found to be inaccurate.” 
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3.25 Mr and Mrs Spadoni told us they had not had the Department‟s apology in writing 

outside Tynwald. The following is an extract from their oral evidence to us on 13th May 

2009:16 

 

“The Chairman: Can I ask one final question, and then we must go. In the Committee‟s 

Report, they make a recommendation „that the Department of Trade and Industry gives 

consideration to issuing a formal apology to Mr and Mrs Spadoni.‟ Have you had that 

apology? 

 

Mrs Spadoni: No. 

 

Mr Spadoni: No. 

 

Mrs Spadoni: And Mr Rimington went to see Mr Cretney and asked where was it, and Mr 

Cretney turned round and told him that the Department had been legally advised not to send 

us a copy of his apology because this would invite a claim against the Department. 

 

Mr Spadoni: Disgrace!”  

 

3.26 We asked the Department if they had sent a written apology to Mr and Mrs Spadoni 

and if not, why not. They replied that the Minister had apologised to Mr and Mrs Spadoni in 

Tynwald, and that the Department believed that it had complied with the wishes of 

Tynwald.17 

 

3.27 We consider that the Department has complied with the terms of the CoMin Report, 

but we note that that Report contained recommendations from the Council of Ministers Sub-

Committee to the Council of Ministers, and was only laid before Tynwald for information. 

To that extent, therefore, while the apologies which have been made may comply with the 

wishes of the Council of Ministers we do not believe that Tynwald itself has until this point 

had the opportunity to take a view. 
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3.28 Having given the matter careful consideration, it is our conclusion that apologies 

made in Tynwald on the public record are sufficient; however, the Committee is of the 

opinion that a formal letter of apology from the relevant Department (now the Department 

of Economic Development) would be appropriate. 
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4. INVESTIGATING THE CAUSES  

OF THE STABILITY FAILURE 

 

4.1 The second element of our remit is: “to investigate and report on the conduct of the 

Marine Administration in investigating the causes for major stability failure of the 

FV Suzanna D, owned by Mr and Mrs Spadoni, in May 2000.” 

 

4.2 For Mr and Mrs Spadoni a critical question is whether the vessel was built unstable, 

or became unstable. If it became unstable at some stage after it was built, it is important from 

the point of view of Mr and Mrs Spadoni to be clear whether this was as a result of their 

actions or as a result of the actions of previous owners. 

 

4.3 Throughout the case the MA has not focused particularly closely on the question of 

historic causes. As noted above, in 2000 the MA called the vessel in for a test on the basis of 

their reading of the most recent roll test, namely that conducted in Portsmouth the previous 

year, after the boat had been refitted by Mr and Mrs Spadoni. On 29th August 2000 Mr 

Chreseson of the MA wrote that the vessel had “at no time satisfied the 1975 Rules” (this 

was in the memorandum subsequently named “Document 437” which is discussed in more 

detail below). Nevertheless, in November 2003 the Department had considered that there 

was a possibility the vessel‟s stability might have been affected at least in part by the actions 

of Mr and Mrs Spadoni in adding concrete blocks. In the short debate on 18th May 2004 and 

in the more substantive debate on 22nd June 2005 the Department did not directly address 

the question of investigating the historic reasons for the vessel‟s stability failure. On 22nd 

June 2005 Mr Downie alluded to the notion of investigations but only to point out the 

extensive “investigations” which had been done on the vessel as she then was.18  In Written 

Answer 72 on 12th July 2005 he said in terms: “The duty of the Marine Administration is to 

examine a vessel presented to it and establish if that vessel meets the requirements. The 

vessel‟s past history is not of immediate concern in this exercise.” 

 

4.4 The CoMin Report commented (4.8.1) that there was no statutory duty for the MA to 

conduct an investigation into the vessel‟s stability failure. The Council of Ministers Sub-
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Committee also asked the DTI to comment on the issue of an investigation but on 27th 

November 2007 they declined (3.34.1 and Doc 445), making reference to “the significant level 

of correspondence and debate in the Department‟s response to the statements made in Mr 

and Mrs Spadoni‟s original petition”. In other words, they had nothing to add to what had 

already been said by their predecessors. 

 

4.5 This was not enough for Mr and Mrs Spadoni and their representatives. In the debate 

on 21st April 2009 establishing the Select Committee, Mr Gawne explained their view as 

follows:19  

 

“If the Marine Administration had made a formal investigation, the MCA would promptly 

have settled with Mr and Mrs Spadoni, as the MCA‟s fault would be fully acknowledged, and 

no future allegations of misconduct against our constituents, Mr and Mrs Spadoni, could 

have been made. Conversely, if Mr and Mrs Spadoni were found to be responsible for the 

stability failure by unauthorised actions, then they could and should have been prosecuted.” 

 

4.6 Mr Gawne went on to posit that the most likely reason there had been no formal 

investigation was because the MA did not wish to endanger their good working relationship 

with the MCA and jeopardise the commercial success of the Manx Shipping Register. 

 

4.7 In oral evidence to us on 13th May 2009, Mr Rimington expanded on this. He said he 

believed that in the circumstances of the case: 

 

“it is the responsibility – I will not say it is the legal duty – but it is the responsibility of the 

Marine Administration to investigate and investigate on, what I would call, a formal basis.”  

 

He said the lack of an investigation led to three things: delay in the settlement with the 

MCA, time in which slurs could be made against Mr and Mrs Spadoni, and a failure in 

meeting the MA‟s responsibility to the public good.20 
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4.8 Mrs Spadoni indicated in her oral evidence to us on 13th May 2009 that she was 

disappointed that, even after the publication of the CoMin Report in October 2008, “nobody 

has actually said why this vessel failed to fulfil the statutory stability requirements.”21 

 

 

What would a historical investigation have found? 
 

4.9 Mr Peter Chreseson of the Marine Administration wrote in an internal memorandum 

of 29th August 2000 addressed to his colleague Mr John Wade that the Suzanna D “at no time 

satisfied the 1975 Rules” and had “consistently failed roll tests”. 

 

4.10 Mr Chreseson‟s memorandum was later submitted to the Sub-Committee of the 

Council of Ministers which produced the CoMin Report. They listed it in Annex 4 to their 

Report as “evidence submitted to the Committee” and they named it “Document 437”. 

However, they did not refer to it in the body of their Report and accordingly it was not 

reproduced in their Annex 5. 

 

4.11 We obtained a copy of Document 437 from the Chief Secretary‟s Office using our 

powers under the Tynwald Proceedings Act. In complying with our statutory Order, the 

Chief Secretary‟s Office advised us that “the Isle of Man Shipping Registry has requested 

that the Document be kept confidential as the United Kingdom Maritime and Coastguard 

Agency have still not agreed to its release”.22 

 

4.12 Having considered Document 437 and recognising its importance, we notified the 

Chief Secretary that we were minded to publish it and asked for further advice on the 

possible implications of such publication.23 In response the Chief Secretary suggested that 

we seek the consent of the Department of Trade and Industry.24 We duly offered the 

Department the opportunity to make any comments, writing to the on 4th February 2010. By 

31st March 2010 we had received no reply. We could only infer from this that the 
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Department had no further comment to make; accordingly, we have decided to include 

Document 437 within the Appendix to this report.  

 

4.13 Noting that Document 437 was part of an ongoing exchange of correspondence 

between the MA and the MCA about the Suzanna D, we obtained from the Chief Secretary‟s 

Office a copy of the MCA analysis upon which Mr Chreseson had been commenting when 

he produced Document 437. This MCA analysis, which is dated 16th August 2000, was 

named by the Council of Ministers Sub-Committee as Document 151 and is reproduced in 

the Appendix to this report. 

 

4.14 Within Document 151 there is contained an allegation that there could be errors in 

figures produced by Marine Data Isle of Man, i.e. by Mr Chris Baker. We asked Mr Baker to 

comment on this allegation. Having examined Document 151 he did not wish to revise his 

analysis. On the contrary, he maintains that the MCA were in error. His explanation, dated 

9th February 2010, is included within the Appendix to this report. 

 

4.15 Mr Baker in his oral evidence to us was very clear that the reasons for the vessel‟s 

stability failure were of long standing. The following extracts are relevant:25 

 

“The Chairman: Do you know why the vessel failed on both of these occasions? 

 

Mr Baker: It is just inherent in its design. As an exercise for the Spadonis, I... There was 

originally a very early stability book available. I do not have a copy of that, unfortunately, but 

there were copies around and I went back to some of the original data. I think you have this 

particular letter here. 

 

The Chairman: Yes. 

 

Mr Baker: You can demonstrate that, comparing it with current criteria, it only ever passed 

in one small area, in one condition, so the vessel, under current criteria, would never have 

passed.” 

 

... 
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“Mr Cannan: So you would say that the boat was unseaworthy from the beginning? 

 

Mr Baker: It never complied with the stability criteria. 

 

Mr Cannan: Right from the beginning – 

 

Mr Baker: Right from the beginning. 

 

Mr Cannan: – up to your involvement? 

 

Mr Baker: I would say right from the beginning of the boat‟s life. 

 

Mr Cannan: From the beginning of the boat‟s life, in your professional opinion, it was never 

seaworthy? 

 

Mr Baker: It never met the statutory criteria for stability, which would... Yes, which would 

say it would be – 

 

Mr Cannan: It is the same thing, surely? 

 

Mr Baker: – unseaworthy, yes.” 

 

... 

 

“Mr Cannan: So from the time Mr and Mrs Spadoni purchased the boat it was in fact, if I 

can use the slang word, „duff‟? 

 

Mr Baker: When they purchased the vessel it did not meet the stability requirements – 

 

Mr Cannan: It did not meet them, no. 

 

Mr Baker: – and had not done for some time, had not done for many years.” 
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4.16 Taking all of the above into consideration we find that, if Mr and Mrs Spadoni had 

had access to Document 437 at an earlier stage, this could have made a difference to the way 

in which their case unfolded both in relation to the MCA and within the Isle of Man. This 

episode illustrates the importance of progress being made with the Access to Information 

Bill which is included in the Government‟s legislative programme. Accordingly we make the 

following recommendation. 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION 1 

 

That the Council of Ministers bring forward as a matter of urgency their proposals 

on access to information, in order to reduce the risk of non-disclosure in future of 

documents such as “Document 437”. 

 

 

Should the Marine Administration have conducted a historical 
investigation? 
 

4.17 According to Mr Rimington the MA should have gone into the history of the vessel 

further because (a) it would help Mr and Mrs Spadoni in their case against the MCA; (b) it 

would be better for Mr and Mrs Spadoni‟s reputation; and (c) it would be in the common 

good. We will address these points in turn. 

 

4.18 Mr Rimington‟s first point (a) is that the MA should have investigated the history in 

order to support the Mr and Mrs Spadoni‟s claim. We do not accept that it was the 

responsibility of the MA to help Mr and Mrs Spadoni in their case against the MCA, nor do 

we believe that this would have been an appropriate use of the resources voted to the MA 

by Tynwald. We have already commented that releasing Document 437 would have made a 

difference. Beyond that, advancing the case of Mr and Mrs Spadoni is a matter for Mr and 

Mrs Spadoni and their legal representatives – no-one else. Mr and Mrs Spadoni had the 

MCA file and had access to specialist advice. They did not need the MA to lend its weight to 

their argument. 
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4.19 Mr Rimington‟s second point (b) is that the MA should have investigated the history 

in order to protect Mr and Mrs Spadoni‟s reputation. We have already recognised that Mr 

and Mrs Spadoni felt their reputation was tarnished by statements in Tynwald suggesting 

they may have had some part in causing the stability failure. We think such statements 

should not have been made in Tynwald. But that is not to say public resources should have 

been put into shoring up Mr and Mrs Spadoni‟s case against another body, the MCA. Mr 

and Mrs Spadoni‟s reputation would have been equally enhanced (or at least not tarnished) 

if they had established on the basis of their own efforts that the cause of the stability failure 

pre-dated their ownership of the vessel. Again, if they had had access to Document 437 this 

would have helped their argument. 

 

4.20 Mr Rimington‟s third point (c) is that the MA should have investigated the history in 

the interests of the common good, both in the Isle of Man and the UK. Mr Rimington seems 

to present some notion of the Isle of Man as a sort of “whistle blower” or “giant killer” in the 

face of a climate of corruption in the neighbouring jurisdiction‟s MCA. In this sense he 

compares the Suzanna D case with the Solway Harvester. If the Isle of Man was prepared to 

stick up for itself, and for all seafaring people, against the UK authorities in the Solway 

Harvester case, he asks, then why not in Suzanna D?  

 

4.21 We would posit that there are a number of possible explanations. The Solway 

Harvester and Suzanna D cases are different. In the Solway Harvester case, lives were lost. That 

vessel was raised at the insistence of the Manx police on suspicion that a crime had been 

committed not by the MCA but by the vessel‟s owner, Mr Gidney. In Suzanna D, by contrast, 

the owners and their representatives suspected criminal negligence on the part of the MCA. 

 

4.22 Whatever representations had been made by the Marine Administration, the Chief 

Minister and even Tynwald itself, the idea that the UK MCA would institute on the basis of 

the Suzanna D case a systematic re-assessment of vessels previously “passed” by the MCA 

was always unrealistic. As far as the common good in the UK was concerned, it was for Mr 

and Mrs Spadoni to make the best case they could against the MCA and to make sure the 

issue was known to the UK Ombudsman. A letter from that officer dated 4th August 2004 

provided to us by Mr Rimington shows that this was indeed done. Ann Abraham wrote: 
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“The issues surrounding stability tests received wide publicity in the light of the Reeman case 

and a number of vessel owners submitted complaints concerning comparable problems to this 

Office in consequence. MCA have co-operated with our consideration of these complaints and, 

as it stands, I have seen no evidence that they have failed to address the problems with 

stability tests for fishing vessels revealed by this Office‟s investigation of the Reeman 

complaint.” 

 

As for the common good in the Isle of Man, there was no need for the MA to undertake, nor 

to call for anyone else to undertake, any more comprehensive investigation of the causes 

than they did in order to protect Manx lives. If the case of the Suzanna D illustrates nothing 

else it illustrates that the MA took this responsibility seriously. 

 

 

An alleged conspiracy 
 

4.23 Mr and Mrs Spadoni have alleged that the reason why the MA did not conduct a 

historical investigation was because of a conspiracy against them. This conspiracy was 

motivated, they contend, by the desire of the authorities in the Isle of Man to re-build 

working relations with UK authorities, particularly the MCA, which had supposedly been 

damaged as a result of the Solway Harvester case. 

 

4.24 By way of evidence for such a conspiracy, Mr Rimington provided us with 

information about a conversation he had had in February 2004 with the then Chief Minister, 

Mr Richard Corkill. Mr Rimington‟s motion to set up a Select Committee on the Spadoni 

case had been debated in November 2003 but the debate had been adjourned to the February 

sitting of Tynwald. The following is an extract from the oral evidence we heard on 13th May 

2009:26 

 

“Mr Rimington: I met with Mr Corkill on 6th February. He had been authorised via the 

Director of the Marine Administration, and from the United Kingdom authorities, that there 

was a substantial offer coming forward to Mr and Mrs Spadoni and he gave me a figure to 

which – or two figures – which it would lie between, which I was duty bound not to tell Mr 
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and Mrs Spadoni. I have, in fact, kept that to this date, although a lower figure had already 

been put forward in another piece of evidence. Those two figures were between £1 million and 

£1.5 million and that offer was to come forward within two to three weeks. 

 

On the basis of that evidence, of that offer, which I think being given through the Chief 

Minister of the day with the authorisation of the various parties that is an offer that you 

would expect to be honoured to there or thereabouts. Having received that offer, the matter 

was withdrawn from debate in Tynwald. 

 

The Chairman: By you. 

 

Mr Rimington: By me. I withdrew it again in March. I accept I probably should not have 

done, one of probably many mistakes I have made in this over the years dealing with this case 

and then the offer came through – the first offer that came through at under £200,000. So you 

can understand the feeling of deception that might have taken place between Mr and Mrs 

Spadoni and myself by the United Kingdom authorities...” 

 

4.25 We do not consider that the conversation with the Chief Minister reported by Mr 

Rimington establishes a conspiracy. We are told that the Chief Minister quoted a figure of £1 

to £1.5 million which he had been told the UK authorities were about to offer to Mr and Mrs 

Spadoni. We are told that the UK authorities subsequently offered a lower sum. There are 

any number of explanations for this. The message from the UK authorities could have been 

transmitted inaccurately by a mistake anywhere along the line, either within the UK 

administration between there and the Isle of Man, or within the Isle of Man administration. 

The message from the UK authorities could have been transmitted accurately but 

misunderstood either by Mr Corkill or by one of his advisors in the Isle of Man, including in 

the MA. Or, as seems most likely, the message from the UK authorities could have been 

accurately transmitted and correctly understood, but the UK authorities could subsequently 

have changed their position. 

 

4.26 Having considered this and all the other evidence before us, we have concluded that 

there is no persuasive evidence of a deliberate conspiracy against Mr and Mrs Spadoni. 
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A secret tape 
 

4.27 Such was the significance to Mr Rimington in 2004 of his conversations on this 

matter with the Chief Minister that he attempted to record them on audio tape without the 

Chief Minister‟s knowledge. Mr Rimington told us this in oral evidence on 13th May 2009. 

He commented:27  

 

“I am not proud to have done that – it is probably what I would call a dishonourable move – 

but at that time I felt that I was being treated dishonourably by many parties around the place 

and I felt I could trust nobody. My abilities as an amateur sleuth are close to zero and you 

will find that the tape is rather mottled and indistinct, but there is a transcript there, such as 

it is, and obviously you can play with the tape as you wish to verify the transcript.” 

 

4.28 A Select Committee would not normally accept such a recording as evidence. We 

initially determined that we would not accept it unless we had Mr Corkill‟s permission to do 

so. In the event Mr Corkill did give that permission and we considered a corrected transcript 

of the relevant part of the tape. It told us nothing that we did not already know from Mr 

Rimington‟s oral evidence. 

 

4.29 The making of secret recordings of private conversations between Honourable 

Members is underhand conduct which falls short of that expected of Honourable Members. 

Had Mr Rimington still been a Member of Tynwald we would have considered referring 

this matter to the Standing Committee on Standards and Members‟ Interests. We sincerely 

hope that no other Member would ever contemplate similar behaviour, which brings the 

whole of Tynwald into disrepute. 
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5. CONCLUSION 

 

5.1 We do not underestimate the impact that the events described in this report have had 

Mr and Mrs Spadoni. As they put it in their most recent communication to us:28 

 

“The MCA with the complicity of the IOMMA are responsible for this matter and whilst they 

have continued to hide behind their lies we are the people who have suffered the disastrous 

consequences of their criminal negligence.  We have been treated like criminals throughout 

and have had to listen to glib statements such as „you have been paid compensation by the 

MCA, so what‟s the problem?‟ It has been easy for members of the DTI and Marine 

Administration and others to make such statements. They did not lose their business, suffer 

financial ruin and forced to spend many years of their lives fighting for compensation. It is a 

fact that neither the Sub-Committee nor the Select Committee asked us any questions in 

connection with the details of the consequences we have suffered. For that reason such glib 

statements continue to misrepresent the truth of the consequential effects we have suffered 

and continue to suffer.” 

 

We have no wish to brush off Mr and Mrs Spadoni‟s concerns in a glib manner. On the 

contrary, it has been our objective to give them a fair opportunity to voice their concerns. We 

have given careful consideration to all that they have said and written. 

 

5.2 It is now more than ten years since the Suzanna D arrived in Manx waters. Many of 

the key players involved in the affair in the early days have retired, emigrated or died. The 

Suzanna D has been the subject of substantive debate in Tynwald on no fewer than four 

previous occasions – 19th November 2003, 18th May 2004, 22nd June 2005, 21st April 2009. It 

has been the subject of Tynwald Questions and statements. It has had been examined by a 

Sub-Committee of the Council of Ministers who considered 450 items of documentary 

evidence and produced a Report which is three-quarters of an inch thick. 
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5.3 The CoMin Report commented that: 

 

“The Committee finds that Politicians, including two former Chief Ministers, Officers of the 

MA, Officers in the Department of Trade and Industry and Officers in the Chief Secretary‟s 

Office, including the former Chief Secretary, gave a considerable amount of time, 

consideration and advice to the Petitioners.” 

 

5.4 To this can now be added a further investigation by a Tynwald Select Committee, 

complete with oral evidence in public and the production of the present Report – none of 

which is without cost to the public purse. 

 

5.5 When our Report is published, Mr and Mrs Spadoni may think that it is deficient in 

some respects. We acknowledge that we have not commented on every last document 

related to the case. Rather, we have concentrated our efforts on the issues identified in our 

remit and on the evidence most directly relevant to those issues. We have gathered and 

considered that evidence to the best of our ability and we have arrived at certain findings 

which are set out above and summarised below. We now turn finally to the question of 

what, if anything, should happen next. 

 

5.6 As far as the UK authorities are concerned, Tynwald has no jurisdiction. Mr and Mrs 

Spadoni have received a confidential financial settlement from the MCA, agreed through a 

process of mediation. We presume that the MCA is regarding the case as closed. 

 

5.7 Within the Isle of Man, Mr and Mrs Spadoni have received the direct attention of 

their MHKs and of successive Chief Ministers and Ministers for Trade and Industry. They 

have received formal apologies on the public record in Tynwald for any inaccurate 

statements made against them in Tynwald – apologies which, we have concluded, are 

sufficient. There is nothing further that for Tynwald or the Departments, Boards and Offices 

of the Isle of Man Government to do for Mr and Mrs Spadoni.  
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5.8 Accordingly we make our second recommendation as follows. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 2 

 

That Tynwald, noting the extent of parliamentary and Government resources 

expended over ten years in connection with the stability of the Suzanna D and to 

the associated grievance of Mr and Mrs Spadoni, and accepting that there is 

nothing further for Tynwald or the Departments, Boards and Offices of the Isle of 

Man Government to do for Mr and Mrs Spadoni, resolves that this case be now 

closed. 
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6. SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS  

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

6.1 The Council of Ministers Sub-Committee adopted Mr and Mrs Spadoni‟s view that 

Mr Downie and Mr Singer had “insinuated that the MA did not know [in 2000] about the 

concrete blocks”. We accept as possible that by November 2003 there remained questions 

about the concrete blocks in the Suzanna D which were from the Department‟s point of view 

unresolved. We would comment, however, that these questions both could and should have 

been resolved by then and we do not understand why this was not done. (paragraphs 3.9–

3.15) 

 

6.2 The Department may not have known in April 2003 that the concrete blocks made no 

material difference to the vessel‟s stability, but they should have found this out by 

November 2003. They should not have advised their Minister even to mention the issue in 

Tynwald, let alone to rely on it as an argument against the setting up of a Select Committee. 

(paragraph 3.18) 

 

6.3 The accusation that the Department had deliberately decided to mount a campaign 

of “propaganda” against Mr and Mrs Spadoni is not proven. We would only comment that 

in its handling of the issue of the concrete blocks between April 2003 and November 2003, 

the Department would appear to have fallen short of the high standards of professionalism 

and impartiality to which Tynwald expects all public servants to aspire. (paragraph 3.19) 

 

6.4 The apologies which have been made in Tynwald on the public record are sufficient; 

however, the Committee is of the opinion that a formal letter of apology from the relevant 

Department would be appropriate. (paragraph 3.28) 

 

6.5 The reasons for the stability failure of the Suzanna D were of long standing. The 

vessel never complied with the stability criteria. (paragraph 4.15) 

 

6.6 If Mr and Mrs Spadoni had had access to Document 437 at an earlier stage, this could 

have made a difference to the way in which their case unfolded both in relation to the MCA 

and within the Isle of Man. We recommend: 
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RECOMMENDATION 1 

 

That the Council of Ministers bring forward as a matter of urgency their proposals 

on access to information, in order to reduce the risk of non-disclosure in future of 

documents such as “Document 437”. 

(paragraph 4.16) 

 

6.7 We do not accept that it was the responsibility of the MA to help Mr and Mrs 

Spadoni in their case against the MCA, nor do we believe that this would have been an 

appropriate use of the resources voted to the MA by Tynwald. (paragraph 4.18) 

 

6.8 As far as the common good in the UK was concerned, it was for Mr and Mrs Spadoni 

to make the best case they could against the MCA and to make sure the issue was known to 

the UK Ombudsman. As for the common good in the Isle of Man, there was no need for the 

MA to undertake, nor to call for anyone else to undertake, any more comprehensive 

investigation of the causes than they did in order to protect Manx lives. The MA took this 

responsibility seriously. (paragraph 4.22) 

 

6.9 There is no persuasive evidence of a deliberate conspiracy against Mr and Mrs 

Spadoni. (paragraph 4.26) 

 

6.10 The making of secret recordings of private conversations between Honourable 

Members is underhand conduct which falls short of that expected of Honourable Members. 

(paragraph 4.29) 

 

6.11 There is nothing further that for Tynwald or the Departments, Boards and Offices of 

the Isle of Man Government to do for Mr and Mrs Spadoni. We recommend: 

 

RECOMMENDATION 2 

 

That Tynwald, noting the extent of parliamentary and Government resources 

expended over ten years in connection with the stability of the Suzanna D and to 

the associated grievance of Mr and Mrs Spadoni, and accepting that there is 
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nothing further for Tynwald or the Departments, Boards and Offices of the Isle of 

Man Government to do for Mr and Mrs Spadoni, resolves that this case be now 

closed. 

(paragraphs 5.7–5.8) 

 

 

 

D M W Butt (Chairman) 

J D Q Cannan 

R M E Paterson 
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APPENDIX 

 

PREVIOUSLY UNPUBLISHED DOCUMENTS REFERRED TO 

 

 

 From To Note Page 

16 August 2000 Maurice Storey (MCA) Colin Douglas 
(MA) 

“Document 151” A1 

29 August 2000 Peter Chreseson (MA) John Wade (MA) “Document 437” A17 

4 August 2004 Ann Abraham, UK 
Parliamentary 
Commissioner for 
Administration 

John Rimington 
MHK 

 A21 

15 May 2009 Office of the Council of 
Ministers 

Chairman of 
Committee 

Covering letter 
accompanying 
Document 437 

A23 

2 June 2009 Chief Executive of DTI Committee Clerk  A25 

16 October 2009 Chief Executive of DTI Committee Clerk  A27 

7 January 2010 Mrs Clare Christian 
MLC 

Committee Clerk  A29 

20 January 2010 Committee Clerk Chief Secretary    A31 

13 January 2010 Mr and Mrs Spadoni Committee Clerk  A33 

15 January 2010 Committee Clerk Mrs Spadoni  A35 

1 February 2010 Mrs Joan Spadoni Committee Clerk E-mail and 
attachment. The 
attachment bears the 
date 30 January 2010 

A37 

1 February 2010 Chief Secretary Committee Clerk  A41 

3 February 2010 Committee Clerk Mrs Joan Spadoni  A43 

4 February 2010 Committee Clerk Chief Executive, 
DTI 

 A45 

9 February 2010 Chris Baker Committee Clerk Comments on 
“Document 151” 

A47 

17 February 2010 Mrs Joan Spadoni Committee Clerk E-mail and three 
attachments (the 
attachments contain 
the date 16 February 
2010) 

A49 

 

 



























































































































 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Parliamentary Copyright  
 
available from: 
 
The Tynwald Library 
Legislative Buildings 
DOUGLAS 
Isle of Man  IM1 3PW 
British Isles April 2010 
Tel: 01624 685520 
Fax: 01624 685522 
e-mail library@tynwald.org.im Price:  £10.00 


