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and the Hon Council and Keys in Tynwald assembled

STANDING ORDERS COMMITTEE OF TYNWALD
SECOND REPORT FOR THE SESSION 2020-21:
PETITIONS FOR REDRESS

I. PETITIONS FOR REDRESS PRESENTED IN 2021
The 21 Petitions for Redress reproduced in the Appendix to this Report were presented
at Tynwald assembled at St John’s on 5th July 2021. We have considered whether they
are in order.
We continue to encourage Petitioners to seek the advice of the Clerk of Tynwald in a
timely fashion.
We note that 11 Petitions are in order to be received as Petitions for Redress of
Grievance: from Thomas Ashton [number 1], David Buttery [number 2], Rita Cain
[number 3], David John Cregeen [number 17], Victoria Louise Hodgson [number 18],
Linda Dione Keigan [number 19], Simon Edgar Mann [number 20], David John Watts
[number 21] and three from Leonard Trevor Cowin [numbers 6, 7 and 15].
It should be noted, however, that these three Petitions of Mr Cowin are restatements
of Petitions that he has presented to Tynwald within the last five years and which are,
therefore, already before the Court. Whilst these Petitions are in order, it should be
noted that the five-year period in which Petitions remain before the Court (see standing
order 6.12) will not recommence and the Petitions will lapse five years after the year in
which they were originally presented.
Two of these restated Petitions [numbers 6 and 15] make complaint against the
decisions of both the previous and the current Tynwald Commissioner for
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Administration. As we advised in last year’s report on Petitions for Redress [PP
2020/0142], we would again remind any Committee which may be established to
investigate such matters that it should bear in mind the provision at section 6(3) of the
Tynwald Commissioner for Administration Act 2011:
(3) But no direction to the Commissioner by Tynwald under this section may
direct the Commissioner as to whether, or how, any particular investigation is to
be carried out.
It is not possible, therefore, for such a Petition to result in the reopening and
reconsideration of any individual cases. The only remedy that could be sought would be
a change to the process by which the Commissioner handles investigations in the future.
The remaining 10 Petitions of Mr Cowin are not in order for the following reasons:
Petition concerning the actions of the President of Tynwald in his capacity as
Chairman of the Tynwald Ceremony Arrangements Committee in respect of the
presentation of Petitions for Redress of Grievance at Tynwald Day in 2020
[number 4]: this Petition asks Tynwald to establish a Committee to look into the
actions of a Committee. This Petition is also a restatement of a Petition of Mr Cowin
which was not in order in 2020. As was the case last year, this Petition is not in order
as it seeks an inappropriate remedy. Committees cannot look into the actions of
another Committee.
Petition concerning the compliance of the Department of Environment, Food and
Agriculture’s (DEFA) policy on interested person status in planning matters with the
Human Rights Act [number 5]: this Petition asks that a Committee consider whether
the Department’s policy breaches human rights. Such a matter cannot be
determined by a Committee of Tynwald and is a matter for the Courts. The Petition
is, therefore, not in order as it seeks an inappropriate remedy. Furthermore, this
Petition is also a restatement of a Petition of Mr Cowin which was not in order in
2020. As was the case last year, this Petition fails to explicitly identify a cause of
personal grievance suffered by Mr Cowin.
Petition concerning the establishment and operation of the Select Committee on the
Fireworks Act 2004 [number 8]: this Petition asks Tynwald to establish a Committee
to look into the actions of a Committee. This Petition is also a restatement of a
Petition of Mr Cowin which was not in order in 2020. As was the case last year, this
Petition is not in order as it seeks an inappropriate remedy. Committees cannot look
into the actions of another Committee, nor can they question the validity of the vote
of Tynwald that established the Select Committee.
Petition concerning the actions of the Standing Orders Committee of Tynwald in
respect of Petitions for Redress of Grievance [number 9]: this Petition asks Tynwald
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to establish a Committee to look into the actions of a Committee and is not in order
as it seeks an inappropriate remedy. Committees cannot look into the actions of
another Committee.
Petition concerning correspondence with the Deputy Clerk of Tynwald in respect of
the submission of a Petition for Redress in 2020 [number 10]: this Petition asks that
a Committee consider the lawfulness of the actions of an individual. Committees of
Tynwald cannot carry out judicial functions and any question of the lawfulness of an
action could only be determined by the Courts. This Petition is not in order as it seeks
an inappropriate remedy.
Petition concerning correspondence with the Clerk of Tynwald in respect of the
submission of a Petition for Redress in 2020 [number 11]: this Petition asks that a
Committee consider the lawfulness of the actions of an individual. As is the case with
petition 10, Committees of Tynwald cannot carry out judicial functions and any
question of the lawfulness of an action could only be determined by the Courts. This
Petition is not in order as it seeks an inappropriate remedy.
Petition concerning the report of the Standing Orders Committee of Tynwald on
Petitions for Redress in 2020 [number 12]: this Petition asks Tynwald to establish a
Committee to look into the actions of a Committee and is not in order as it seeks an
inappropriate remedy. Committees cannot look into the actions of another
Committee.
Petition concerning the Planning Committee Public Speaking Scheme [number 13]:
this Petition is not in order as it fails to explicitly identify a cause of personal
grievance suffered by Mr Cowin.
Petition concerning compliance with planning laws further to the continued use of a
site on Poortown Road for the storage of silt [number 14]: this Petition asks that a
Committee consider whether an individual public office holder was in breach of the
law. Committees of Tynwald cannot carry out judicial functions and the matter is one
which would need to be considered by the Courts. This Petition is not in order as it
seeks an inappropriate remedy.
Petition concerning the actions of the Treasury Minister in giving foreign aid to the
RNLI [number 16]: this Petition is also a restatement of a Petition of Mr Cowin which
was not in order in 2020. As was the case last year, this Petition is not in order as it
fails to explicitly identify a cause of personal grievance suffered by Mr Cowin.
Additionally, similarly to Petitions 10 and 11, this Petition asks that a Committee
consider the lawfulness of an action. As detailed above, a Committee of Tynwald
cannot carry out judicial functions and such matters could only be considered by the
Courts.
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A complete overview of our conclusions in respect of this year’s Petitions can be found
at Annex 1 to this Report.
In view of the principles relating to proper handling of personal data, which underpin
recent changes to data protection legislation, we have decided to redact petitioners’
addresses from this Report and we would expect our successors to do the same in future
years. This decision has no impact on the requirement under Standing Orders that each
petition shall set out the address of the petitioner. It remains necessary for each
petitioner to provide their address to the Committee; but it is not necessary for us to
include such addresses in our published report. In the event that a petition is “picked
up”, any necessary contact information for petitioners will be provided to Members and
Committees.

II. PETITIONS FOR REDRESS PRESENTED IN THE PREVIOUS FOUR
YEARS
At Annex 2 is an annotated list of the Petitions for Redress presented in the previous
four years going back to 2017. Under Standing Order 6.12, those which are in order and
which have not been the subject of a resolution may still be picked up by a Member.

J P Watterson
S C Rodan
D J Ashford
G D Cregeen
R K Harmer
L L Hooper
J P Poole-Wilson
K Sharpe
C C Thomas

July 2021
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Annex 1:
Table of Conclusions – Petitions for
Redress 2021
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Table of Conclusions – Petitions for Redress 2021

Committee’s
finding

No.

Petition of

Subject of Petition

1

Thomas Ashton

Recognition of previous income
tax payments

In order

21

2

David Buttery

Responsibility for public rights of
way

In order

23

3

Rita Cain

Support payments for
accommodation providers

In order

25

4

Leonard Trevor
Cowin

Tynwald Day 2020 Petitions

Not in order

27

5

Leonard Trevor
Cowin

Rights to appeal interested
person status in planning maters

Not in order

29

6

Leonard Trevor
Cowin

Decision of the previous Tynwald
Commissioner for Administration

In order

31

7

Leonard Trevor
Cowin

Demolition of Glenfaba House

In order

35

8

Leonard Trevor
Cowin

Select Committee on the
Fireworks Act 2004

Not in order

37

9

Leonard Trevor
Cowin

Determination of validity of
Petitions

Not in order

39

10

Leonard Trevor
Cowin

Correspondence with the Deputy
Clerk of Tynwald about a 2020
Petition

Not in order

41

11

Leonard Trevor
Cowin

Correspondence with the Clerk of
Tynwald about 2020 Petitions

Not in order

43
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12

Leonard Trevor
Cowin

Standing Orders Committee of
Tynwald 2020 Petitions Report

Not in order

45

13

Leonard Trevor
Cowin

Planning Committee Public
Speaking Scheme

Not in order

47

14

Leonard Trevor
Cowin

Poortown Road silt dumping
planning approval compliance

Not in order

49

15

Leonard Trevor
Cowin

Report conclusions by the current
Tynwald Commissioner for
Administration

In order

51

16

Leonard Trevor
Cowin

Authorisation of foreign aid

Not in order

53

17

David John Cregeen

Provision of face masks for
children

In order

55

18

Victoria Louise
Hodgson

Inclusive Covid-19 border policies

In order

57

19

Linda Dione Keigan

Service provision for secondary
cancer patients

In order

59

20

Simon Edgar Mann

Medical services and facilities in
the North

In order

63

21

David John Watts

Extent and impact of a shadow
education system

In order

71
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Annex 2:
Petitions for Redress presented in the
previous four years – annotated list
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Petitions for Redress presented in 2020
1. Leonard Trevor Cowin seeking that a Committee of three Members be appointed
to consider Tynwald’s approval of the appointment of Ms Angela Main Thompson
as Tynwald Commissioner for Administration.
Not in order.
2. Leonard Trevor Cowin seeking that a Committee of three Members be appointed
to consider the human rights compliance of the Department of Environment, Food
and Agriculture’s application of its policy in respect of granting interested person
status and the absence of a right of appeal against refusal of such status.
Not in order. Petition number 5 of 2021 is a restatement of this Petition.
3. Leonard Trevor Cowin seeking that a Committee of three Members be appointed
to consider the validity of the Public Petition on Fireworks, the validity of the
subsequently established Select Committee on the Fireworks Act 2004, the Clerk
of Tynwald’s refusal to provide him with a copy of the list of those who signed in
support of the petition, and any discrimination shown by the Committee by not
inviting him to give evidence.
Not in order. Petition number 8 of 2021 is a restatement of this Petition.
4. Leonard Trevor Cowin seeking that a Committee of three Members be appointed
to consider the authorisation of foreign aid payments by the Cabinet Office
Political Group.
Not in order. Petition number 16 of 2021 is a restatement of this Petition.
5. Leonard Trevor Cowin seeking that a Committee of three Members be appointed
to consider the demolition of Glenfaba House without planning approval.
Not in order. This Petition is a restatement of Petition number 6 of 2019.
6. Leonard Trevor Cowin seeking that a Committee of three Members be appointed
to consider the former Tynwald Commissioner for Administration’s handling of a
complaint made by the Petitioner.
In order. This Petition is a restatement of Petition number 5 of 2019.
7. Leonard Trevor Cowin seeking that a Committee of three Members be appointed
to consider the decision not to allow petitioners to present Petitions for Redress
of Grievance in person at Tynwald Hill on Tynwald Day 2020.
Not in order. Petition number 4 of 2021 is a restatement of this Petition.
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8. Leonard Trevor Cowin seeking that a Committee of three Members be appointed
to consider the current Tynwald Commissioner for Administration’s handling of a
complaint made by the Petitioner.
In order. Petition number 15 of 2021 is a restatement of this Petition.
9. Julia Furner seeking that a Select Committee be established to examine the
incidence of dyslexia in the Isle of Man and the educational provisions for assisting
dyslexic school children.
In order.
10. Rodger Mark Gimbert seeking that a Committee of three Members be appointed
to consider the level of scrutiny and public engagement given to Acts and Orders
raised since 1st March 2020 as a result of the Covid 19 pandemic and the use of
emergency powers.
Not in order.
11. David Jones seeking that a Committee of three Members be appointed to consider
changes made to planning legislation which enabled the alteration of planning
documents without the applicant’s knowledge or consent.
In order.
12. David Watts seeking that a Select Committee be established to undertake an
inquiry into the engagement of staff and pupils in online education and the quality
of the provision of education during the emergency period.
Not in order.
13. David Watts seeking that a Select Committee be established to undertake an
inquiry into the failing in pupil assessment as St Mary’s Roman Catholic Primary
School and the methodology of primary school assessments.
Not in order.

Petitions for Redress presented in 2019
1. Millie Blenkinsop-French seeking that a Select Committee of three Members be
established to consider the introduction of legislation to provide for choice and
dignity in dying.
In order.
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2. Mark Jason Cleator seeking that a Select Committee be established to examine the
Isle of Man Land Registration Act, in relation to adverse possession; the creation
and monitoring of an Equity of Arms system; and the creation of a management
or points system to recognise the misuse of the legal system, vexatious litigation
and financial intimidation; or to examine the UK Senior Courts Act 1981 with a
view to introducing similar protections against vexatious litigation on the Isle of
Man.
In order. Petition referred to the Constitutional, Legal Affairs and Justice
Committee on 19th November 2019. Report [PP 2021/0106] laid before Tynwald on
15th June 2021. To be debated [GD 2021/0052] in July 2021.
3. Leonard Trevor Cowin seeking that a Committee of three Members be appointed
to consider the lack of a formal, statutory appeals procedure against decisions
made by the Planning Committee.
In order.
4. Leonard Trevor Cowin seeking that a Committee of three Members be appointed
to consider the Department of Environment, Food and Agriculture’s application of
the Operational Policy on Interested Person Status, dated July 2018.
In order. Motion to appoint a Select Committee of three Members lost on 19 th
November 2019.
5. Leonard Trevor Cowin seeking that a Committee of three Members be appointed
to consider the former Tynwald Commissioner for Administration’s handling of a
complaint made by the Petitioner.
In order. Petition number 6 of 2020 and Petition number 6 of 2021 are
restatements of this Petition.
6. Leonard Trevor Cowin seeking that a Committee of three be appointed to consider
the demolition of Glenfaba House without planning approval.
In order. Petition number 5 of 2020 and Petition number 7 of 2021 are
restatements of this Petition.
7. Leonard Trevor Cowin seeking that a Committee of three be appointed to consider
the lack of direct, formal and officially recognised complaints procedures against
Ministers, Members of Tynwald and Members of Government bodies.
In order.
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8. Leonard Trevor Cowin seeking that a Committee of three be appointed to consider
Tynwald’s approval of the appointment of Ms Angela Main Thompson as Tynwald
Commissioner for Administration.
Not in order.
9. Peter Dawson seeking that Tynwald resolves that the horse tramway be restored
to its previous position with the track running along the centre of the roadway and
that the gardens in front of the Sefton Hotel be restored to their previous
condition.
In order.
10. Paula Gerrard seeking that Tynwald redress the gap in provision for those with
learning difficulties in the IQ 70+ category and implement change to establish
Balley Beg village as a place for those in this category.
In order.
11. Courtenay Heading seeking that a Committee be established to report on the
effectiveness and potential harmfulness of the HPV vaccine.
Not in order.
12. Stefanie Elizabeth Kerwin seeking that Tynwald fully adopt Resolution 1815 (2011)
of the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe, establish a body to
regulate compliance with the Resolution and expedite the replacement of wired
internet connections and fibre optic broadband whilst suspending the
introduction and expansion of technology which emits radiofrequency
electromagnetic fields.
In order.
13. Simon Edgar Mann seeking that a Select Committee be appointed to consider the
funding and provision of urgent medical services in the community.
In order.
14. Simon Edgar Mann seeking that a Select Committee be appointed to consider
whether the Isle of Man Health Service Independent Review Body is fit for
purpose.
In order. Reference made to petition during Motion in Tynwald on 21st April 2021
[1944 T138].
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15. Simon Edgar Mann seeking that a Select Committee be appointed to consider
changes to the Standing Orders of Tynwald Court concerning the eligibility of offIsland residents to submit petitions and the ability of petitioners to partake in
Tynwald Day ceremony proceedings.
In order.
16. Terrence Anthony Miles and Heath Hazel Miles seeking that Tynwald introduce
statutory provisions for mutual access rights between grandparents and
grandchildren where it is in the best interest of the child’s welfare to do so.
In order. Petition referred to the Social Affairs Policy Review Committee on 19 th
November 2019. Report [PP 2020/0189] laid before Tynwald on 17th November
2020. Debated [GD 2020/0076] on 19th January 2021. Additional Department
response [GD 2021/0043] laid before Tynwald on 15th June 2021.
17. Craig Morris seeking that a Select Committee be established to investigate the
adequacy of diagnosis, treatment and provision for ME sufferers.
In order. Reference made to petition during General Debate in Tynwald on 19th May
2021 [2230 T138].
18. Michael Anthony Ashley Osbourne seeking that a Select Committee be established
to examine the conviction rate and the prosecution process of motoring offences.
In order.
19. Peel Town Commissioners seeking that a Committee of three Members be
appointed to consider the removal of the names of registered voters from the
electoral register.
Not in order.
20. Daniel Richardson seeking that Tynwald encourage the introduction of statutory
provisions for innovative low-impact sustainable-living solutions.
In order.
21. Dorothy Salmon and Philip Salmon seeking that a Committee of three Members
be appointed to consider whether the Code of Conduct of Public Servants is fit for
purpose.
In order. Select Committee established on 17th October 2019. Report [PP
2020/0013] laid before Tynwald on 18th February 2020.
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22. Petra Trudi Stetina seeking that Tynwald resolves that there be a moratorium on
the roll-out of all 5G technology installations and a ban on WIFI in schools.
In order.
23. Lee-Anne Elizabeth Taylor and Nigel Raymond Taylor seeking that Tynwald
legislate to provide that those convicted of any sexual offences against another
pupil in the same school be removed and relocated to alternative school in the
Island.
In order.
24. Henry George Martin Uniacke seeking that Tynwald lead the way in developing a
renewable energy programme and commit to reducing fossil fuel usage by ceasing
gas-extraction exploration in Manx territorial waters.
In order.
25. David John Watts seeking that a Select Committee be established to inquire into
the academic results and academic performance management regime of both
primary and secondary schools.
In order.

Petitions for Redress presented in 2018
1. Brendan O’Brien seeking that a Committee be established to investigate and
report on property service charges and shared freehold arrangements.
In order.
2. Leonard Trevor Cowin seeking that a Select Committee of three Members be
established to review the system for appeals against planning decisions.
In order. Petition number 3 of 2019 is a restatement of this Petition.
3. Robert Powell Hendry seeking that Tynwald appoint a Select Committee to
investigate the conduct of the Department of Social Care and the Supervised
Contact Centre in cases where children are under contested care orders.
In order.
4. Gerrard Christopher Power seeking that Tynwald appoint a Select Committee to
investigate the system for police complaints.
In order.
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5. Andrew Smith seeking that a Select Committee of three Members be established
to review the Landlord and Tenant Act.
In order.

Petitions for Redress presented in 2017
1. Alan Grace, Chairman and Alastair Hamilton, Clerk of Port St Mary Commissioners
seeking that a Committee of three Members be appointed to consider and report
on weaknesses in the law and practice relating to planning, rights of way,
foreshores, ports, and other areas of unregistered land, and connected matters.
In order.
2. G. Stephen Holmes seeking that the Lieutenant Governor examine miscarriages of
justice in relation to family matters.
Not in order.
3. Patricia Anne Kelly seeking that Tynwald appoint an independent select
committee to investigate current procedures within the justice system and review
any decisions previously taken where a conflict of interest can be found.
Not in order.
4. Patricia Newton seeking that a Select Committee of three Members be established
to examine the success of the Government’s stewardship of the historical built
environment, and related matters.
In order.
5. Gavin Organ seeking that Tynwald appoint an independent select committee to
investigate the possibility of legalising cannabis for medicinal and personal use.
Not in order.
6. Chrissie Parkes seeking that a Select Committee of three Members be established
to review the means of establishing a fair system of rating for water and related
services.
In order.
7. Christopher Michael Quirk seeking that a Select Committee of three Members be
established to review the means of establishing a Criminal Cases Review
Commission.
In order.
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Appendix:
Petitions for Redress presented in 2021
(full text)
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Petition number 1 of 2021

IN TYWALD
5TH JULY 2021
To the Honourable Members of Tynwald
The humble petition of:
Thomas Ashton

[Address redacted following inspection by
the Standing Orders Committee of Tynwald]
Sheweth that:
The Isle of Man 1970 Act (with subsequent amendments) includes a need for the taxpayer to apply for a
`concession'( some II years later) to have the payments made for the years 2004/05/06 recognized, when
the taxpayer already had the payment previously recognized the year it was paid.
However, failing to apply on time, for a second recognition, means you receive a demand to pay the same
tax again, which by anyone's standard is a 'travesty of Justice'.

One can only presume that the current members who voted for the need to introduce this 'Concession'
either didn't understand the law's implications, or don't share the same values of fairness as the
population of the I 0 M they represent.

Simply put, to demand tax from 17 years ago again, when all records show it was paid, amounts to
attempted theft.

Therefore your petitioner seeks that:

Tynwald should appoint a committee to investigate and report on the operation of the Income Tax Act
1970 as it relates to the recognition of tax paid in previous years.

Signed

[Signature of Thomas Ashton redacted]
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Petition number 2 of 2021

IN TYNWALD
July 2021
To the Honorable Members of the Tynwald Court
The humble petition of
David Buttery. [Address redacted following inspection by
the Standing Orders Committee of Tynwald]
Sheweth that:
The public footpaths, bridleways & green lanes on the Island are an important and well used
asset, contributing to the health, fitness and general well being of the population.
They are also, along with the TT and the Heritage Railways, a primary driver of tourism and
as such bring in much needed external revenue.
Many sections of the network of Public Rights of Way are poorly maintained, badly
signposted and in many places dangerous and impassible.
Currently the network falls under the administration of DOI, DEFRA, Manx Utilities and
some local authorities. These agencies have differing priorities and agendas, resulting in
inconsistent levels of maintenance on the PRoW.

Wherefor your petitioner seeks that:
A single Government agency is created with sole responsibility for all the Islands public
rights of way.

[Signature of David Buttery redacted]
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Petition number 3 of 2021

A.

IN TYNWALD
5th July

2021

To the Honourable Members of Tynwald Court
I authorise (

) of

) to present this petition on my behalf.

q. MH K

Rita

ated:

t 44--

The humble petition of:
Mrs Rita Cain

[Address redacted following inspection by
the Standing Orders Committee of Tynwald]

Sheweth that:
Glen Dhoo Camping Site has been owned and managed by my husband, Mr Richard Cain,
since 1974. For over 50 years, this camping site has been an asset to the Treasury as well as
to local tradesmen and businesses. Our campers have donated thousands of pounds to our
Helicopter Fund which we donate to the Rob Vine Fund.
Owing to the cancellation of the TT and Festival of Motorcycling in 2020 and 2021, the
income from our three-star camping site has been wiped out. We have refunded thousands
of pounds to campers who made reservations in 2020 and 2021.
My husband has been refused any compensation for the loss of income sustained by the
camping site in 2020 and 2021.
Over the past year, I have written a number of letters to different officials but I have been
met with a continued refusal to pay any compensation.
I have been given a number of reasons for this policy but I remain convinced that these
reasons do not justify the lack of compensation.
I should have thought that one of the first duties of those concerned would have been to
look after the interests of the owners of small businesses who are wholly or partly
dependent on the aforesaid businesses for their livelihood.
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In my opinion, all individual tax-paying service providers with graded accommodation,
particularly those with a longstanding commitment to the tourism industry, should have
received compensation.
For the past year, this lack of compensation has caused us much anxiety and stress and,
indeed, anger,
In presenting this petition, I am motivated not only by the lack of compensation but by a
search for justice.
In conclusion, I wish to thank the Clerk of Tynwald, Mr Roger Phillips LLB, for the
opportunity to present this petition.
Wherefore your petitioner seeks:
That Tynwald instruct a Committee to investigate the policy of the Department for
Enterprise on support payments to accommodation providers, and to report.

Signed:

[Signature of Rita Cain redacted]
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Petition number 4 of 2021

In Tynwald
5`h July 2021
To the Honourable Members of Tynwald Court

THE HUMBLE PETTION OF:Mr Trevor Cowin [Address redacted following inspection by

the Standing Orders Committee of Tynwald]

SHEWETH THAT:1. I have a grievance against the President of Tynwald for refusing to allow me to exercise my
ancient right, which has been in existence since at least 1691, of presenting Petitions for
Redress to Tynwald in person at the foot of Tynwald Hill on the 6 July 2020, in accordance
with the provisions of Standing Orders 6.6 and 6.7 of the Standing Orders of Tynwald Court.
2. Your petitioner avers that by failing to ensure that the provisions of Standing Orders were
followed, the President failed in his duty of controlling the procedures of Tynwald Court in
accordance with its Standing Orders.
3. Your Petitioner is conscious that for social distancing reasons during the Coronavirus
pandemic there may have been good reasons for suspending Standing Orders, to provide that
Petitions be presented electronically, but avers that as —
(a) Standing Orders were not suspended; and
(b) social distancing "rules" were abandoned on the

15th June 2020

there were no lawful reasons why your Petitioner should not have been permitted to present
his Petitions for Redress in person so as to preserve a centuries old procedure, rather than
electronically, and it wasn't within the President's gift to refuse to allow your Petitioner to
present his Petitions for Redress in accordance with the law set out in Standing Orders, by, in
effect, unilaterally changing such laws, which can only be changed by Tynwald agreeing to
such changes on a recommendation by the Standing Orders Committee of Tynwald.
4. Your Petitioner avers also that wasn't within the President's gift to prevent Petitioners from
attending the Tynwald Ceremony by stating publicly that "....petitioners will not be able to
come to St John's" and that in making this statement he threatened an ultra vires act which
had no foundation in law and suggested that the President believed that he was above the law.
5. Your Petitioner avers that there is clear public interest in this Petition being investigated and
reported on as the President's unlawful refusal to allow your Petitioner and other Petitioners
to petition our Parliament by exercising their ancient right, which has been in existence for at
least of 329 years, of presenting Petitions for Redress in person in accordance with the law set
out in Standing Orders, affects the rights of every man, woman and child and strikes at the
heart of our Parliamentary system.
6. Your Petitioner avers that all of the conditions set out in Standing Order 6.11 are satisfied
and that his Petition is, therefore, "In order".
Whereof your Petitioner prays that:A Committee of three Members be appointed with powers to take written and oral evidence
pursuant to sections 3 and 4 of the Tynwald Proceedings Act 1876, as amended, to consider
and report back to Tynwald on the President of Tynwald's unlawful refusal to allow your
Petitioner to exercise his ancient right which has been in existence for at least 329 years, of
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petitioning the High Court of Tynwald at its Sitting on the 6th July 2020 by presenting his
Petitions for Redress to it in person at the foot of Tynwald Hill, in accordance with the law set
out in the Standing Orders of the High Court of Tynwald, on any appropriate remedies and on
connected matters.
Signed

[Signature of Leonard Trevor Cowin redacted]
(Trevor Cowin)
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Petition number 5 of 2021

In Tynwald
5th July 2021
To the Honourable Members of Tynwald Court

THE HUMBLE PETTION OF:[Address redacted following inspection by
the Standing Orders Committee of Tynwald]
SHEWETH THAT:Mr Trevor Cowin

1. Your Petitioner is aggrieved that the Department of the Environment, Food and
Agriculture's ("DEFA's") "Operational Policy on Interested Person Status" dated July 2018,
which is, as it states, a "Policy", but which is not the law, provides (inter alia) that persons will
not be granted interested person status in relation to a planning application unless they live
within 20 metres of a development site, coupled with DEFA's arbitrary and draconian powers
in article 4(1)(a) of the Town & Country Planning (Development Procedure) Order 2019 to
refuse such status, against which there is no right of appeal, is denying legitimate objectors
to planning applications, such as the 30,000 or so objectors to the St Marks Elm Tree
planning decision had they known about and objected to the planning application and
persons whose peaceful enjoyment of their home may be adversely affected by a
development, of the right of appeal against decisions on planning applications made by
DEFA.
2. Your Petitioner is aggrieved also that the absence of a right of appeal against decisions of
DEFA refusing interested person status article 4(1)(a) without a right of appeal against such
decisions, is a clear abuse of and breach of article 6 of the Human Rights Act under which
everyone has a right to a fair trial heard by an independent and impartial tribunal, which
applies to civil matters as well as criminal matters.
3. Your Petitioner avers that there is a clear public interest in this matter being investigated
and reported upon as his concerns have been expressed in letters to local newspapers, the
thousands of people who have signed a Petition concerning the St Marks Elm trees could
have been adversely affected had they raised objections to the planning application, there
have been many adverse comments about DEFA's policy in local media by persons affected
directly by the imposition of DEFA's 20 metre rule and by the absence of a right of appeal
against DEFA's refusal to grant interested person status under article 4(1)(a).
4. Since this Petition —
(a) relates to a matter of public interest;
(b) relates to a matter falling within the province of Tynwald;
(c) does 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; and
(d) contains no reference to any matter the substance of which has been determined
(emphasis added) by Tynwald in the current session
your Petitioner avers that it satisfies all of the requirements in Standing Order 6.11 (d) of the
Standing Orders of Tynwald Court and is, therefore, "In order".
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4. Neither the High Court, nor any tribunal, or arbitration, has any jurisdiction in this matter,
and the only course of action left open to your Petitioner is to seek redress by presenting this
Petition to Tynwald.

Whereof your Petitioner prays that:A Committee of three Members be appointed with powers to take written and oral evidence
pursuant to sections 3 and 4 of the Tynwald Proceedings Act 1876, as amended, to consider
whether the application of DEFA's policy and the absence of a right of appeal against
DEFA's refusal to grant interested person status under article 4(1)(a) is a breach of article 6
of the Human Rights Act, on any remedies which it considers appropriate and on connected
matters.
Signed
[Signature of Leonard Trevor Cowin redacted]
(Trevor Cowin)

30

Petition number 6 of 2021

In Tynwald
5th July 2021

To the Honourable Members of Tynwald Court

THE HUMBLE PETITION OF :Mr Trevor Cowin [Address redacted following inspection by
the Standing Orders Committee of Tynwald]
SHEWETH THAT
1. Your Petitioner has a grievance against the decision of the former Tynwald
Commissioner for Administration, for refusing to investigate complaints which your
Petitioner made to him of maladministration by the Department of the Environment,
Food and Agriculture under section 10 of the Tynwald Commissioner for
Administration Act 2011 ("TCfAA"), which the Commissioner set out in a "Section 14
Statement", which was laid before Tynwald, as follows —
The Planning Committee was not lawfully constituted and there was no
legal basis for the committee.
(ii)
The Planning Committee did not have any power under articles 6 or 7 of
the Town & Country Planning (Development Procedure)(No 2) Order 2013
Order to make a "minded to approve" decision in relation to an application
for planning approval;
The interface between the Standing Orders of the Planning Committee
(iii)
(which are necessarily of no effect if the committee are not lawfully
constituted) and the exercise by officials of the Minister's delegated
powers results in illegality;
(iv)
The Planning Committee was illegal as there was at the time no provision
in the Town & Country Planning Act 1999 for the formation and
appointment of a Planning Committee;
The formation of the Planning Committee, the appointment of their
(v)
Chairman, and the appointment of its Members under the provisions of the
Government Departments Act 1987, were each invalid and unlawful as the
only power available to the Minister for the Department of the Environment,
Food & Agriculture under that Act is a power of delegation under which he
can to authorise persons to exercise his Department's functions;
The Town & Country Planning (Development Procedure) (No 2) Order 2013,
(vi)
which was the backbone of the planning application system and the
determination of planning applications, was unlawful as it was made three
years before statutory provision was made for "development procedure
orders;
(vii) There is no basis in law for the Planning Committee to make a decision
which is expressed to be effective only after an associated agreement with
the applicant has been concluded;
(viii) The procedure of the Department with regard to the Planning Committee is
inconsistent with the decision of the House of Lords in Anisminic v
Foreign Compensation Commission [1969] 2 AC 147;
The constitution and appointment of the Planning Committee is not
(ix)
authorised by section 3 of the Government Departments Act 1987.

(i)
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2., In correspondence with your Petitioner the Commissioner stated that my
complaints raised issues of "pure law" which he said were not within his remit for
investigation and that this would be the basis of his refusal to investigate my
complaints.
3. Your Petitioner avers, however, that his decision to refuse to investigate your
Petitioner's complaint in his "Section 14" Statement wasn't based on the fact that my
complaint raised issues of "pure law". Instead the Commissioner stated that his
reason for not investigating your Petitioner's complaints was that "there is no prima
facie case of maladministration or service failure where the action complained of has
been taken in accordance with official legal advice, which those concerned with
administration are bound to follow".
4. Your Petitioner avers, however, that in carrying out his functions under the TCfAA
the Commissioner was concerned with maladministration however it occurred,
whether by way of a matter of law, fact and law or fact alone, that "maladministration"
is defined as a failure to follow procedures or the law and that the Act does not state
that maladministration by way of an error of law deliberate or not, is not within the
Commissioners jurisdiction, hence in making his decision the Commissioner
corrupted the purpose of the Act and in doing so that is itself maladministration.
5. Your Petitioner believes that he has suffered injustice, therefore, because of the
Commissioner's failure to apply the law correctly and investigate his complaints
which caused your Petitioner deep distress and anxiety because of the amount of
work involved in submitting this Petition which came to nothing and avers that the
Commissioner's decision to refuse to investigate his complaints was ultra vires.
8. Since this Petition —
(a) relates to a matter of public interest; and
(b) relates to a matter falling within the province of Tynwald; and
(c) does not relate to any specific case which could be adjudicated upon by the High
Court or any Tribunal or arbitration, or any formal officially recognised complaints
procedure; and
(d) contains no reference to any matter the substance of which has been determined
by Tynwald in the current session
your Petitioner avers that his Petition satisfies all of the requirements in Standing
Order 6.11 of the Standing Orders of Tynwald Court and is, therefore, "In order".
Neither the High Court, nor any tribunal, or arbitration, has any jurisdiction over your
Petitioner's grievance and the only course of action left open to your Petitioner is to
seek redress for his grievance against the Commissioner's decision by presenting
this Petition to Tynwald.
Your Petitioner avers that there is a clear public interest in this matter being
investigated and reported upon as his concerns have been published several times in
local newspapers.
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Whereof your Petitioner prays that:A Committee of three Members be appointed with powers to take written and oral
evidence pursuant to sections 3 and 4 of the Tynwald Proceedings Act 1876, as
amended, to consider and report back to Tynwald on the Commissioner's refusal to
investigate your Petitioner's complaints for the reasons which he gave in his "Section
14" Statement, on appropriate remedies and on connected matters.

Signed
[Signature of Leonard Trevor Cowin redacted]

(Trevor Cowin)
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Petition number 7 of 2021

In Tynwald
5th July 2021
To the Honourable Members of Tynwald Court
THE HUMBLE PETTION OF:[Address redacted following inspection by
the Standing Orders Committee of Tynwald]
SHEWETH THAT:Mr Trevor Cowin

1.Your Petitioner is aggrieved that In deciding that planning approval wasn't necessary for
the demolition of Glenfaba House, Patrick, and by sanctioning the demolition of Glenfaba
House without planning approval for such demolition, the Department of the Environment
Food & Agriculture ("DEFA") has blatantly disregarded the purpose of the Town & Country
Planning Act 1999 ("the Act"), which is described in its preamble as, "An ACT for the
protection of buildings
"
2. Your Petitioner made strenuous efforts and produced cogent arguments to DEFA backed
by legal advice which he obtained that DEFA's interpretation of the provisions of the Act
were erroneous, but it produced no cogent arguments to support its belief that planning
approval for the demolition of Glenfaba House wasn't necessary, despite the clear purpose
of the Act.
3. Your Petitioner is aggrieved that his interpretation of the Act was simply rebuffed by DEFA
despite the amount of time and effort which your Petitioner put in preparing his arguments to
DEFA and caused him considerable stress and anxiety.
4. Your Petitioner has no right of appeal against DEFA's decision, neither the High Court,
nor any tribunal, or arbitration, has any jurisdiction in this matter, and the only course of
action left open to your Petitioner is to seek redress for DEFA's blatant disregard of the
purpose of the Act by sanctioning the demolition of Glenfaba House without planning
approval having first been obtained under the Act, by presenting this Petition to Tynwald.
5. Your Petitioner avers that here is a clear public interest in this matter being investigated
and reported upon as his concerns and the concerns of many other people have been
expressed several times in letters to local newspapers. Hopefully, if the Prayer of your
Petitioner's Petition is answered and an investigation into the Glenfaba House saga is
carried out this may avoid a similar situation from happening again.
6. Since this Petition —
(a) relates to a matter of public interest; and
(b) relates to a matter falling within the province of Tynwald; and
(c) does not relate to any specific case which could be adjudicated upon by the High Court or
any Tribunal or arbitration, or any formal officially recognised complaints procedure; and
(d) contains no reference to any matter the substance of which has been determined by
Tynwald in the current session
your Petitioner avers that his Petition satisfies all of the requirements in Standing Order 6.11
of the Standing Orders of Tynwald Court and is, therefore, "In order".
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Whereof your Petitioner prays that:A Committee of three Members be appointed with powers to take written and oral evidence
pursuant to sections 3 and 4 of the Tynwald Proceedings Act 1876, as amended, to consider
and report back to Tynwald on DEFA's decision that planning approval wasn't necessary for
the demolition of Glenfaba House despite the fact that purpose of the Act is "for the
protection of buildings", on any remedies which it considers appropriate and on connected
matters.
Signed
[Signature of Leonard Trevor Cowin redacted]
(Trevor Cowin)
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Petition number 8 of 2021

In Tynwald
5th July 2021
To the Honourable Members of Tynwald Court

THE HUMBLE PETTION OF:Mr Trevor Cowin

[Address redacted following inspection by
the Standing Orders Committee of Tynwald]

SHEWETH THAT:1. At a Sitting of Tynwald on the 19th February 2020 David Cretney, MLC, put forward this
Motion "Tynwald takes note of the Public Petition of Judith Corrin [PP No 2020/0008] relating to
fireworks and that a committee of three members be elected to consider the operation and
practical effects the Fireworks Act 2004 and to report by July 2020."
2. The Petition itself records that it is —
"The humble petition of: Mrs Judith Corrin, Mount View, Stoney Mountain Road, East Foxdale,
IM4 3HH and of the persons listed in the attached pages (emphasis added).
3. The Prayer of the Petition states"Whereof your petitioners (emphasis added) seek" i.e. not "petitioner"
4. The "attached pages" referred to weren't, however, attached to the Petition but David
Cretney confirmed in his opening remarks to Tynwald that "I am asking that you note the
petition of Judith Corrin and over 800 others". Mr Cretney didn't, however, provide to Members
the "attached pages" listing the "over 800 other Petitioners or any other information to identify
such persons.
5. Your Petitioner is aggrieved that because the Petition didn't have the list of the names of
the "over 800" other Petitioners attached to it, the Petition was incomplete and wasn't "In
order" as required by Standing Order 6(2)(2) of the Standing Orders of Tynwald Court, which
your Petitioner avers rendered Mr Cretney's Motion and in consequence the debate on his
Motion by Tynwald and Tynwald's appointment of the three-Member Committee ultra vires
Standing Order 6(2)(2).
6. Your Petitioner is aggrieved also that the Clerk of Tynwald refused his request to be
provided with a copy of "the attached pages" to the Public Petition, containing, as reported by
Mr Cretney, the names of the "over 800" other Petitioners, but he gave no cogent reasons for
his refusal to provide to your Petitioner with a list of the names of the "over 800" other
Petitioners even with the signatures of the Petitioners redacted. By its very nature a copy of a
"Public Petition" ought to be made available to a member of public in its entirety, but the
complete Public Petition containing the "over 800" signatures has still not been made
available for persons to view and to take copies of at the Tynwald Library.
7. It caused your Petitioner deep distress and anxiety at the time not knowing the identities of
the other "800" or so signatories
8. Your Petitioner avers that there is a clear public interest in this matter being investigated
and reported upon as his concerns had been expressed in local newspapers, there had been a
number of newspaper articles on the Petition and the changes in the law proposed by Mrs
Corrin would have had a direct impact on the public of the Isle of Man who would be affected
by any such changes by having their freedom to express themselves during the 16 days each

37

year presently allowed under the existing Fireworks laws removed, which, as stated
previously, would have been a clear breach of the freedom of expression provisions in article
8 of the Human Rights Act
9. Since this Petition —
(a) relates to a matter of public interest; and
(b) relates to a matter falling within the province of Tynwald; and
(c) does not relate to any specific case which could be adjudicated upon by the High Court or
any Tribunal or arbitration, or any formal officially recognised complaints procedure; and
(d) contains no reference to any matter the substance of which has been determined by
Tynwald in the current session
your Petitioner avers that his Petition satisfies all of the requirements in Standing Order 6.11
of the Standing Orders of Tynwald Court and is, therefore, "In order".
10. Neither the High Court nor any tribunal or arbitration has any jurisdiction in this matter and
the only course left open to your Petitioner is to seek redress by presenting this Petition to
Tynwald and avers that as we have an open and democratic society, Tynwald must when
errors occur in its decision making, open itself up to scrutiny and it must take action to correct
unlawful decisions made by it, so that it can be seen to be acting lawfully.
Whereof your Petitioner prays that:A committee of three Members be appointed with powers to take written and oral evidence
pursuant to sections 3 and 4 of the Tynwald Proceedings Act 1876, as amended, to consider
and report back to Tynwald on —
(a) why a "Not in order" Public Petition was allowed to appear on the Tynwald Order Paper
contrary to the provisions of Standing Order 6(2)(2) of the Standing Orders of Tynwald Court;
and
(b) why a "Not in order" Public Petition was allowed to be moved by David Cretney; and
(c) why a debate was allowed in Tynwald on a "Not in order" Petition; and
(d) on Tynwald's appointment of a Select Committee to investigate an incomplete Petition
which was "Not in order"; and
(e) on the refusal of then Clerk of Tynwald, Roger Phillips, to provide your Petitioner with a
copy of the list of persons named "in the attached pages"; and
(f) on the failure of the then Clerk of Tynwald Roger Phillips to ensure that a copy of the
complete "Public Petition" is available for inspection in the Tynwald Library; and
(h) on the refusal of the then Clerk of Tynwald Roger Phillips to allow persons to take copies of
the names of the "over 800" signatories to the Petition; and
(i) on any remedies which it considers appropriate; and
(j) on any connected matters.

Signed

(Trevor Cowin

[Signature of Leonard Trevor Cowin redacted]
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Petition number 9 of 2021

In Tynwald

5th July 2021

To the Honourable Members of Tynwald Court

THE HUMBLE PETTION OF:Mr Trevor Cowin [Address redacted following inspection by
the Standing Orders Committee of Tynwald]
SHEWETH THAT:1.Your Petitioner is aggrieved that on the 14th July 2020, eight days after the Tynwald
Ceremony held at St John's on the 6th July 2020, the Standing Orders Committee of Tynwald
introduced new Rules concerning the presentation of Petitions for Redress and applied the
new Rules retrospectively to Petitions for Redress handed to the Lieutenant Governor on
Tynwald Hill eight days earlier.
2. Your Petitioner avers that Rules and Laws can only be changed retrospectively in
exceptional circumstances and in circumstances where citizens would not suffer any harm or
see any diminution of their rights.
3. Your Petitioner is aggrieved also that as there was nothing exceptional in the presentation
of Petitions for Redress, the introduction of Rules retrospectively was unlawful
4. Your Petitioner is aggrieved also that a number of your Petitioners Petitions were
determined by the Committee to be "Not in order" by applying the new "Rules"
retrospectively, which caused him harm and was a diminution in his hitherto enjoyed rights
and renders their determinations unlawful.
3. Your Petitioner avers also that when preparing his Petitions for Redress for presentation
to Tynwald on the 6th July 2020 he was unaware of any changes to the Rules and couldn't
possibly have anticipated that the Rules concerning the presentation of Petitions for Redress
would been changed and changed retrospectively. He had no opportunity, therefore, to take
into account when preparing his Petitions for Redress new "Rules" which had not at the time
been formulated by and agreed by the Committee.
4. The harm caused to your Petitioner by the Committee's unlawful determinations that his
Petitions were "Not in order" caused your Petitioner a great a great deal of stress and
anxiety, especially so because of the amount of work which your Petitioner had put in
preparing his Petitions.
5. Since this Petition —
(a) relates to a matter of public interest; and
(b) relates to a matter falling within the province of Tynwald; and
(c) does not relate to any specific case which could be adjudicated upon by the High Court or
any Tribunal or arbitration, or any formal officially recognised complaints procedure; and
(d) contains no reference to any matter the substance of which has been determined by
Tynwald in the current session
your Petitioner avers that his Petition satisfies all of the requirements in Standing Order 6.11
of the Standing Orders of Tynwald Court and is, therefore, "In order".
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6. Neither the High Court, nor any tribunal, or arbitration, has any jurisdiction over your
Petitioner's grievance and the only course of action left open to your Petitioner is to seek
redress for his grievance that his Petitions were unlawfully determined by the Committee
under the new "Rules" having applied the new "Rules" retrospectively.

Whereof your Petitioner prays that:A Committee of three Members be appointed with powers to take written and oral evidence
pursuant to sections 3 and 4 of the Tynwald Proceedings Act 1876, as amended, to consider
and report back to Tynwald on the unlawful retrospective application by the Committee of new
"Rules" concerning the presentation of his Petitions for Redress, the unlawful determinations
by the Committee that a number of your Petitioner's Petitions were "Not in order", on any
remedies which it considers appropriate and on any connected matters.

Signed

Trevor Cowin)

[Signature of Leonard Trevor Cowin redacted]
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Petition number 10 of 2021

In Tynwald
5th July 2021

To the Honourable Members of Tynwald Court

THE HUMBLE PETITION OF:Mr Trevor Cowin [Address redacted following inspection by

the Standing Orders Committee of Tynwald]

SHEWETH THAT:1. Your Petitioner has a grievance against the former Deputy Clerk of Tynwald, now Clerk of
Tynwald, for unlawfully determining in an e-mail which he sent to your Petitioner on the 3rd July
2020 timed at 17.00, that a Petition for Redress, which your Petitioner sent as directed to
enquiries@tynwald.org.im at 15.57 on the 3rd July 2020, and which wasn't due to be presented
to Tynwald in accordance with Standing Orders, until the 6th July 2020, was "out of time".
2. Your Petitioner avers that the then Deputy Clerk's determination was unlawful in that the
Deputy Clerk purported to exercise powers which he simply didn't have. His decision that your
Petitioner's Petition was "out of time" was and is ultra vires and is void ab initio.
3. Your Petitioner avers also that It was simply wrong that Deputy Clerk should have had any
part to play in my Petition and he should not have interfered in it because my Petition should
simply have been dealt with in accordance with the instructions on the Tynwald website at the
time, by the staff of the Clerk of Tynwald's Office acknowledging receipt of my Petition and
confirming that my Petition would be presented on my behalf on Tynwald Day, 6th July 2020.
4. Your Petitioner avers that the then Deputy Clerk had no power under the Standing Orders of
the High Court of Tynwald to determine that my Petition was "out of time" since no "time limit"
was provided for in Standing Orders and that the only date for Petitions to be presented is that
provided for in Standing Order 6(5) which provides —
"Petition may be presented on Tynwald Day
6.5 A Petition for Redress may be presented at Tynwald only when assembled at St John's on
Tynwald Day."
5. Your Petitioner avers also that the then Deputy Clerk's actions demonstrate an abuse of his
office and a complete disregard for the Standing Orders of Tynwald Court.
6. Your Petitioner is aggrieved also that the then Deputy Clerk's actions caused me deep
distress and anxiety as it was several months before your Petitioner was able to establish the
whereabouts of his Petition against the then Clerk of Tynwald which wasn't referred to in the
Report to Tynwald by the Standing Orders Committee of Tynwald and it was if my Petition had
simply disappeared into the ether.
7. Your Petitioner is aggrieved also that the then Deputy Clerk's actions have directly resulted
in my lawful Petition not being published on the Tynwald website or elsewhere, with the result
that it has never been made available for the world at large to view.
8. Your Petitioner avers that there is a clear public interest in this matter being investigated
and reported upon as his concerns have been published several times in local newspapers.
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9. Since this Petition —
(a) relates to a matter of public interest; and
(b) relates to a matter falling within the province of Tynwald; and
(c) does not relate to any specific case which could be adjudicated upon by the High Court or
any Tribunal or arbitration, or any formal officially recognised complaints procedure; and
(d) contains no reference to any matter the substance of which has been determined by
Tynwald in the current session
your Petitioner avers that his Petition satisfies all of the requirements in Standing Order 6.11
of the Standing Orders of Tynwald Court and is, therefore, "In order".
8. Neither the High Court, nor any tribunal, or arbitration, has any jurisdiction over your
Petitioner's grievance and the only course of action left open to your Petitioner is to seek
redress for his grievance against the then Deputy Clerk of Tynwald, now Clerk of Tynwald for
his unlawful action in determining that my Petition for Redress against the then Clerk of
Tynwald was "out of time", by presenting this Petition to Tynwald.

Whereof you Petitioner prays that —
A Committee of three Members be appointed with powers to take written and oral evidence
pursuant to sections 3 and 4 of the Tynwald Proceedings Act 1876, as amended, to consider
and report back to Tynwald on the unlawful action of the then Deputy Clerk of Tynwald,
in determining without any lawful authority to do so on the 3rd July 2020, which was well
within the time limit provided for in Standing Orders for Petitions to be presented, that my
Petition which was to be presented to Tynwald on the 6th July 2020, was "out of time", on any
remedies which it considers appropriate and on connected matters.

Signed

(Trevor Cowin)

[Signature of Leonard Trevor Cowin redacted]
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Petition number 11 of 2021

In Tynwald
5th July 2021

To the Honourable Members of Tynwald Court

THE HUMBLE PETITION OF:Mr Trevor Cowin

[Address redacted following inspection by
the Standing Orders Committee of Tynwald]

SHEWETH THAT:1. Your Petitioner has a grievance against the former Clerk of Tynwald for determining, whilst
he was the Clerk of Tynwald, in an e-mail which he sent to me on the 1st July 2020 timed at
15.34 that all eight of your Petitioner's Petitions for Redress, which were sent as directed to
enquiries@tynwald.org.im at 13.31 on the 1st July 2020, which weren't due to be presented to
Tynwald until the 6 th July 2020, were "out of order".
2. Your Petitioner avers that the Clerk's determinations were themselves "out of order" in that
the Clerk exercised powers which he simply didn't have. His decision that all of my Petitions
were "out of order" was ultra vires and was and is void ab initio.
3. Your Petitioner avers also that it is simply wrong that a person in the Clerk's position who
had been entrusted to deliver my Petitions to the Governor under Standing Order 6.7(1),
should have decided —
(a) before that action took place; and
(b) before my Petitions had been presented to the Governor; and
(c) before the Governor had forwarded my Petitions to the Standing Orders Committee of
Tynwald; and
(d) before the Standing Orders Committee of Tynwald had had the opportunity of exercising
the function entrusted on them by Standing Orders of determining whether my Petitions were
"in order" or were "not in order"
that my Petitions were "out of order" .
4. Your Petitioner avers also that by making this determination the Clerk showed himself to be
biased against me, should have been excluded from having anything further to do with my
Petitions, should not have be allowed to present my Petitions to the Lieutenant Governor,
should not have had any involvement in the Committee's consideration of my Petitions and
should have had no involvement in preparing the Committee's Report to Tynwald. It is
regrettable, however, that in the event the Clerk was permitted to carry out all of the
procedures referred to.
5. Your Petitioner avers also that the Clerk's actions demonstrate an abuse of his office at the
time and a complete disregard for the Standing Orders of Tynwald.
6. The Clerk's actions caused your Petitioner deep distress and anxiety as the Clerk did not
make it clear to your Petitioner at the time whether, having unlawfully determined that my
Petitions were "not in order", they would nevertheless be presented to the Lieutenant
Governor on Tynwald Hill, for onward transmission to the Standing Orders Committee of
Tynwald.
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7. Your Petitioner avers that there is a clear public interest in this matter being investigated
and reported upon as his concerns have been published several times in local newspapers.
8. Since this Petition —
(a) relates to a matter of public interest; and
(b) relates to a matter falling within the province of Tynwald; and
(c) does not relate to any specific case which could be adjudicated upon by the High Court or
any Tribunal or arbitration, or any formal officially recognised complaints procedure; and
(d) contains no reference to any matter the substance of which has been determined by
Tynwald in the current session
your Petitioner avers that his Petition satisfies all of the requirements in Standing Order 6.11
of the Standing Orders of Tynwald Court and is, therefore, "In order.
9. Neither the High Court, nor any tribunal, or arbitration, has any jurisdiction over your
Petitioner's grievance and the only course of action left open to your Petitioner is to seek
redress for his grievance against the Clerk for determining without any lawful authority to do
so that my eight Petitions referred to were "out of order" and for the deep distress and anxiety
which his action caused to me.

Whereof you Petitioner prays that —
A Committee of three Members be appointed with powers to take written and oral evidence
pursuant to sections 3 and 4 of the Tynwald Proceedings Act 1876, as amended, to consider
and report back to Tynwald on the unlawful action of the then Clerk of Tynwald in determining
on the 1st July 2020, without any lawful authority to do so, that my Petitions which were to be
th
presented to Tynwald on the 6 July 2020, were "out of order", on any remedies which it
considers appropriate and on connected matters.

Signed

[Signature of Leonard Trevor Cowin redacted]
(Trevor Cowin)
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Petition number 12 of 2021

In Tynwald
5th

July 2021

To the Honourable Members of Tynwald Court

THE HUMBLE PETITION OF:Mr Trevor Cowin

[Address redacted following inspection by
the Standing Orders Committee of Tynwald]

SHEWETH THAT:1. Your Petitioner has a grievance against the Members of the Standing Orders Committee of
Tynwald ("the Committee") for failing to include in its Report to Tynwald on Petitions for
Redress presented to the Lieutenant on Tynwald Hill on the 6th July 2020, two of your
Petitioner's Petitions for Redress, namely those against —
(a) the then Clerk of Tynwald, and
(b) the then Deputy Clerk of Tynwald.
2. Your Petitioner is aggrieved also that the Committee has failed to publicise your Petitioner's
Petitions so that they are available to the world to view with the result that as far as the public
is concerned they don't exist.
3. Your Petitioner avers that it is simply wrong that a Committee of Tynwald, which has been
described as the oldest parliament in the world with an unbroken existence, should act in this
undemocratic way by denying your Petitioner the right to have his Petitions scrutinised under
Standing Orders and referred to Tynwald with the rest of the Petitions presented to the July
2020 Tynwald, in the Committee's Report to Tynwald.
3. Your Petitioner is aggrieved also that he had to send many e-mails to the Chairman of the
Committee to try to establish the whereabouts of his Petitions, which appeared to have simply
disappeared into the ether, and it took several months before the Chairman of the Committee
eventually admitted that they'd been in the hands of the Committee Members since Tynwald
Day 2020. The delay in establishing the whereabouts of your Petitioner's Petitions caused him
deep stress and anxiety.
7. Your Petitioner avers that there is a clear public interest in this matter being investigated
and reported upon as his concerns have been published several times in local newspapers.
8. Since this Petition —
(a) relates to a matter of public interest; and
(b) relates to a matter falling within the province of Tynwald; and
(c) does not relate to any specific case which could be adjudicated upon by the High Court or
any Tribunal or arbitration, or any formal officially recognised complaints procedure; and
(d) contains no reference to any matter the substance of which has been determined by
Tynwald in the current session
your Petitioner avers that his Petition satisfies all of the requirements in Standing Order 6.11
of the Standing Orders of Tynwald Court and is, therefore, "In order".
9. Neither the High Court, nor any tribunal, or arbitration, has any jurisdiction over your
Petitioner's grievance and the only course of action left open to your Petitioner is to seek
redress for his grievance against the Committee for failing to include any reference to his two
lawfully submitted Petitions for Redress referred to above in its Report to Tynwald on Tynwald
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Day 2020 Petitions for Redress and for failing to publicise your Petitioner's two Petitions so
that they ae available to the world at large to view, and for the deep distress and anxiety which
the Committee's failures have caused to me.

Whereof you Petitioner prays that —

A Committee of three Members be appointed with powers to take written and oral evidence
pursuant to sections 3 and 4 of the Tynwald Proceedings Act 1876, as amended, to consider
and report back to Tynwald on the failure of the Committee to include references to the two
Petitions referred to above in its Report to Tynwald, which Petitions were presented to
Tynwald within the time limit provided for in Standing Orders, its failure to publicise your
Petitioner's two Petitions, on appropriate remedies and on connected matters.

Signed

[Signature of Leonard Trevor Cowin redacted]
(Trevor Cowin)
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Petition number 13 of 2021

In Tynwald

5th July 2021

To the Honourable Members of Tynwald Court

THE HUMBLE PETTION OF:Mr Leonard Trevor Cowin

[Address redacted following inspection by
the Standing Orders Committee of Tynwald]

SHEWETH THAT:1. Your Petitioner is aggrieved that under the Department of Agriculture, Fisheries & Food's
"Public Speaking Scheme", which has no basis in law, only the first person to 'phone the
Planning Department after the Agenda for a meeting of the Planning Committee has been
published containing details of the planning application which they have expressed views on,
has the right to speak at such meeting and then only for three minutes, unless they are
prepared to give up any of their three minutes to persons who 'phone the Planning
Department after they do.
2. Your Petitioner is aggrieved also by the "lottery" which exists in having to time their 'phone
call by constantly looking for the publication of the Agendas on the Planning Website, which
are usually published sometime on a Thursday morning, so that hopefully they'll be a
"winner" and be given the opportunity to speak. This simply cannot be right it is
undemocratic and is denying legitimate objectors to planning applications whose peaceful
enjoyment of their home might be affected by a development, the right to express their
objections orally to the Committee.
3. Since this Petition —
(a) relates to a matter of public interest; and
(b) relates to a matter falling within the province of Tynwald; and
(c) does not relate to any specific case which could be adjudicated upon by the High Court or
any Tribunal or arbitration, or any formal officially recognised complaints procedure; and
(d) contains no reference to any matter the substance of which has been determined by
Tynwald in the current session
your Petitioner avers that his Petition satisfies all of the requirements in Standing Order 6.11
of the Standing Orders of Tynwald Court and is, therefore, "In order".
4. Neither the High Court, nor any tribunal, or arbitration, has any jurisdiction over your
Petitioner's grievance and the only course of action left open to your Petitioner is to seek
redress for his grievance to Tynwald.

Whereof you Petitioner prays that —
A Committee of three Members be appointed with powers to take written and oral evidence
pursuant to sections 3 and 4 of the Tynwald Proceedings Act 1876, as amended, to consider
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and report back to Tynwald on the undemocratic Public Speaking Scheme, on appropriate
remedies and on connected matters.
Signed

[Signature of Leonard Trevor Cowin redacted]
Trevor Cowin

48

Petition number 14 of 2021

Tynwald
In Tynwald
In

e July
• 2021
July
2021
To the
the Honourable
Honourable Members
Members of
of Tynwald
Tynwald Court
Court
To

THE HUMBLE
HUMBLE PETTION
PETTION OF:OF:THE
Mr Leonard
Leonard Trevor
Trevor Cowin
Cowin [Address redacted following inspection by
Mr

the Standing Orders Committee of Tynwald]

SHEWETH THAT:THAT:SHEWETH
1. Your
Your Petitioner
Petitioner is
is aggrieved
aggrieved that
that under
under the
the Minister
Minister for
for the
the Department
Department of
of Agriculture,
Agriculture,
1.
Infrastructure
Fisheries
&
Food,
Mr
Geoffrey
Boot,
has
refused
to
prosecute
the
Department
of Infrastructure
Fisheries & Food, Mr Geoffrey Boot, has refused to prosecute the Department of
("DOI")
for
being
in
breach
of
planning
conditions
relating
to
the
Poortown
Road
Silt Dump.
Dump.
("DOI") for being in breach of planning conditions relating to the Poortown Road Silt
2. The
The DOI
DOI was
was granted
granted planning
planning approval
approval on
on the
the 26th
26th August
August 2015
2015 for
for —
—
2.
"Construction of
of aa facility
facility for
for the
the temporary
temporary (maximum
(maximum 5
5 years)
years) storage
storage of
of dredgings
dredgings from
from
"Construction
Peel
Marina"
Peel Marina"
attaching to
to the
the approval
approval is
is —
—
3. The
The first
first condition
condition attaching
3.
"The storage
storage facility
facility hereby
hereby approved
approved shall
shall remain
remain for
for aa limited
limited period
period of
of five
five years
years from
from the
the
"The
date of
of this
this approval.
approval. On
On (or
(or before)
before) the
the expiry
expiry of
of this
this approval
approval the
the facility
facility shall
shall be
be removed
removed
date
and the
the land
land restored
restored to
to its
its former
former levels,
levels, or
or to
to an
an agreed
agreed profile,
profile, be
be seeded
seeded and
and be
be capable
capable of
of
and
use for
for agricultural
agricultural purposes
purposes in
in accordance
accordance with
with details
details submitted
submitted to
to and
and approved
approved in
in writing
writing
use
the Planning
Planning and
and Building
Building Control
Control Directorate
Directorate of
of the
the Department
Department of
of the
the Environment,
Environment, Food
Food
by the
by
and
Agriculture
(P&BC
DEFA)"
and Agriculture (P&BC DEFA)"
4 Your
Your Petitioner
Petitioner avers
avers that
that the
the DOI
DOI had
had five
five years
years to
to find
find an
an alternative
alternative dump
dump site
site but
but blatantly
blatantly
4
failing
to
look
for
an
alternative
dump
site
until
disregarded
the
five
planning
condition
by
disregarded the five planning condition by failing to look for an alternative dump site until
despite the
the fact
fact that
that it
it must
must of
of known
known that
that if
if it
it
shortly before
before the
the five
five years
years were
were due
due to
to expire
expire despite
shortly
failed to
to remove
remove the
the facility
facility by
by the
the 25th
25th August
August 2020
2020 it
it would
would be
be in
in breach
breach of
of the
the first
first planning
planning
failed
condition.
condition.
5. Section
Section 23A
23A (1)
(1) of
of the
the Town
Town &
& Country
Country Planning
Planning Act1999
Act1999 provides
provides —
—
5.
23A Breach
Breach of
of conditions
conditions
23A
permits another
another to
to fail
fail to
to comply
comply with,
with,
(1) Any
Any person
person who
who fails
fails to
to comply
comply with,
with, or
or causes
causes or
or permits
(1)
(whether before
before or
or after
after the
the
any condition
condition subject
subject to
to which
which planning
planning approval
approval was
was granted
granted (whether
any
guilty of
of an
an offence
offence and
and liable
liable on
on summary
summary
date on
on which
which this
this section
section comes
comes into
into operation)
operation) is
is guilty
date
conviction
to
a
fine
not
exceeding
£5,000.
conviction to a fine not exceeding £5,000.
Section 23A
23A (4)
(4) provides
provides —
—
6. Section
6.
under subsection
subsection (1)
(1) may
may be
be charged
charged by
by reference
reference to
to any
any day
day or
or longer
longer period
period
(4) An
An offence
offence under
(4)
of time
time and
and aa person
person may
may be
be convicted
convicted of
of aa second
second or
or subsequent
subsequent offence
offence under
under that
that
of
an
by reference
reference to
to any
any period
period of
of time
time following
following the
the preceding
preceding conviction
conviction for
for such
such an
subsection by
subsection
offence.
offence.
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7. The DOI is, therefore, liable to a fine not exceeding £5000 for the first conviction for the
offence committed on the 26th August 2020 and under section 53(4) of the Interpretation Act
2015 the maximum penalty of £5000 applies for each of the second or subsequent convictions.
8. If convicted the DOI is currently liable to fines of £5,000 for 313 days since the 26th August
2021 which equals 1.565 million pounds (and continuing at £5000 per day) which shows the
seriousness of the DOT's
DOI's offences.
9. Your Petitioner is aggrieved, however, that the Minister for the DEFA, Mr Geoffrey, Mr
Geoffrey Boot, has failed to uphold the planning laws by refusing to prosecute the DOI for the
offences. Since Mr Boot has in the past prosecuted individuals for being in breach of planning
of planning conditions his failure to prosecute the DOI amounts to crass hypocrisy on his part
and is a blatant breach of his duty to refer the DOI's breaches to the Attorney General to make
a prosecutorial decision as to whether or not proceedings should be taken against the DOI.
10. Your Petitioner avers that there is a clear public interest in this matter being investigated
and reported upon as his concerns have been expressed several times in his letters to local
newspapers and the Manx public are entitled to expect Mr Boot to be consistent in his
enforcement of planning laws and not to show favour to a fellow Minister, which in this case is
Mr Tim Baker, MHK.
11.Your Petitioner avers also that there is a clear public interest in this matter being
investigated and reported upon as his concerns have been expressed several times in his
letters to local newspapers and the Manx public are entitled to expect the Mr Boot to act fairly
and consistently in enforcing the planning laws.
12. Since this Petition —
(a) relates to a matter of public interest; and
(b) relates to a matter falling within the province of Tynwald; and
(c) does not relate to any specific case which could be adjudicated upon by the High Court or
any Tribunal or arbitration, or any formal officially recognised complaints procedure; and
(d) contains no reference to any matter the substance of which has been determined by
Tynwald in the current session
your Petitioner avers that his Petition satisfies all of the requirements in Standing Order 6.11
of the Standing Orders of Tynwald Court and is, therefore, "In order".
7. Neither the High Court, nor any tribunal, or arbitration, has any jurisdiction over your
Petitioner's grievance and the only course of action left open to your Petitioner is to seek
redress for his grievance concerning Mr Boot's failure to uphold the law

Whereof your Petitioner prays that:A Committee of three Members be appointed with powers to take written and oral evidence
pursuant to sections 3 and 4 of the Tynwald Proceedings Act 1876, as amended, to consider
and report back to Tynwald on the Mr Boot's failure to uphold the planning laws by failing to
refer the DOI's blatant beaches of such laws to the Attorney General for a prosecutorial
decision as to whether proceedings should be taken against the DOI, on any remedies which it
considers appropriate and on any connected matters.

Signed

(Trevor Cowin)

[Signature of Leonard Trevor Cowin redacted]
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Petition number 15 of 2021

In Tynwald
5th July 2021

To the Honourable Members of Tynwald Court

THE HUMBLE PETITION OF:Mr Trevor Cowin

[Address redacted following inspection by
the Standing Orders Committee of Tynwald]

SHEWETH THAT:1. Your Petitioner has a grievance against the Tynwald Commissioner for Administration, for
misdirecting herself in her conclusions in paragraph 7 of her report to Tynwald concerning a
complaint which your petitioner made to the previous Tynwald Commissioner for
Administration.
2. Your Petitioner's complaint was "laid on the table" in the Clerk of Tynwald's Office from
departure at the end of 2018 of the former Commissioner until the Clerk passed it to the
Commissioner.
3. My complaint was that I had been denied interested person status in relation to a
development despite me satisfying the criteria for such status in paragraph 2(d) Government
Circular, GC0046/13 which was the law governing interested person status at the time when I
was refused such status and that this was an act of maladministration by the Department of
Environment, Food and Agriculture which made the decision to not grant me such status
4. My complaint is summarised by the Commissioner in paragraph 1 her Report to Tynwald.
Her Report wasn't debated by Tynwald; it was simply "laid". Her Report has not, therefore,
been "determined" by Tynwald in any session.
5. The Commissioner has, however, misdirected herself in her Conclusions in paragraph 7 by
basing her conclusions on an alternative complaint of mine which is only briefly mentioned in
paragraph 1 but which did not feature in her investigation. Her rejection of my complaint is,
therefore, "Wednesbury unreasonable" and unlawful and I am aggrieved that I have not had a
decision by her on my complaint.
6. By misdirecting herself the Commissioner has denied me the opportunity of having my
complaint investigated and her failure to report on my complaint correctly and reach the
correct conclusions, which took several months, caused me deep distress and anxiety
7. Your Petitioner avers that there is a clear public interest in this matter being investigated
and reported upon as his concerns have been published several times in local newspapers.
8. Since this Petition —
(a) Relates to a matter of public interest; and
(b) Relates to a matter falling within the province of Tynwald; and
(c) Does not relate to any specific case which could be adjudicated upon by the High Court or
any Tribunal or arbitration, or any formal officially recognised complaints procedure; and
(d) Contains no reference to any matter the substance of which has been determined by
Tynwald in the current session
your Petitioner avers that his Petition satisfies all of the requirements in Standing Order 6.11
of the Standing Orders of Tynwald Court and is, therefore, "In order'.
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9. Neither the High Court, nor any tribunal, or arbitration, has any jurisdiction over your
Petitioner's grievance and the only course of action left open to your Petitioner is to seek
redress for his grievance against Ms Main Thompson in her capacity as the Tynwald
Commissioner for Administration, for misdirecting herself in her determination of my
complaint.
Whereof your Petitioner pray that:A Committee of three Members be appointed with powers to take written and oral evidence
pursuant to sections 3 and 4 of the Tynwald Proceedings Act 1876, as amended, to consider
and report back to Tynwald on the Commissioner's failure to investigate your Petitioner's
complaint referred to in paragraph 3 above, on any remedies which it considers appropriate to
rectify the position and on any connected matters
Signed

[Signature of Leonard Trevor Cowin redacted]
(Trevor Cowin)
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Petition number 16 of 2021

In Tynwald

5th July 2021

To the Honourable Members of Tynwald Court

THE HUMBLE PETITION OF:Mr Trevor Cowin

[Address redacted following inspection by
the Standing Orders Committee of Tynwald]

SHEWETH THAT:1. Your Petitioner is aggrieved that at a time in 2020 when, according to the Treasury Minister,
the Island's economy was in danger of collapse because of the impact of the Coronavirus
pandemic, the Treasury Minster raided the National Insurance Fund of £100m and sought
approval to change the law to allow him to borrow up to £250m to help aid the recovery of the
economy, and at a time when there are food banks on the Island to help feed those Island
people who can't afford to feed themselves, the Cabinet Office Political Group ("COPG"),
continued to give away £2.5m of taxpayers' money in foreign aid payments, which, in my
opinion, was wholly irresponsible and the continuation of such payments before the Island's
economy had had the time to recover was and is in my opinion, wholly irresponsible also.
2.1 am aggrieved also that although it is a pre-requisite for foreign aid payments to be
authorised that a recipient of such taxpayers' monies is an Isle of Man registered charity, the
COPG authorised payments to the RNLI totalling £58,000 to teach children to swim in
Bangladesh even though the RNLI wasn't at the time an Isle of Man registered charity and
such payments were, therefore, in my opinion, authorised by the COPG unlawfully.
3. I'm aggrieved also that the recipient of the £58,000 of IOM taxpayers' handouts, Bangladesh,
has its own navy with a fleet of large warships ships and other craft, 21,000 navy personnel, it
had recently purchased two submarines at a cost of £4.6m and built a base for the submarines at a cost of £1.86bn. This country could not therefore, be said to be to be a "poor"
country, it ought to be able to teach its own children to swim without handouts from the Isle of
Man and in my opinion, such handouts should not for these reasons also have been
authorised in any event by the COPG.
4. As a taxpayer your Petitioner is aggrieved that his taxes should simply have be given away
to a country which, as has been demonstrated, has ample funds and resources to teach its
own children to swim, by way of the unlawful payments referred to.
5 Your Petitioner avers also that there is a clear public interest in this matter being
investigated and reported upon as his concerns have been expressed several times in his
letters to local newspapers and the Manx public are entitled to expect the COPG to act lawfully
in its authorisation of taxpayers' monies.
6. Since this Petition —
(a) relates to a matter of public interest; and
(b) relates to a matter falling within the province of Tynwald; and
(c) does not relate to any specific case which could be adjudicated upon by the High Court or
any Tribunal or arbitration, or any formal officially recognised complaints procedure; and
(d) contains no reference to any matter the substance of which has been determined by
Tynwald in the current session
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your Petitioner avers that his Petition satisfies all of the requirements in Standing Order 6.11
of the Standing Orders of Tynwald Court and is, therefore, "In order".
7. Neither the High Court, nor any tribunal, or arbitration, has any jurisdiction over your
Petitioner's grievance and the only course of action left open to your Petitioner is to seek
redress for his grievance that his taxes were unlawful paid through the RNLI to a country
which, as has been demonstrated, has ample funds to teach its own children to swim..

Whereof your Petitioner prays that:A Committee of three Members be appointed with powers to take written and oral evidence
pursuant to sections 3 and 4 of the Tynwald Proceedings Act 1876, as amended, to consider
and report back to Tynwald on the unlawful payments of £58,000 made to the RNLI, the
continued authorisation of foreign aid payments by the COPG, on any remedies which it
considers appropriate and on any connected matters.
Signed

(Trevor Cowin)

[Signature of Leonard Trevor Cowin redacted]
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Petition number 17 of 2021

IN TYNWALD
5th July 2021

To the Honourable Members of Tynwald Court

The humble petition of:
David John Cregeen

[Address redacted following inspection by
the Standing Orders Committee of Tynwald]

Sheweth that:
During the first lockdown, my five-year-old son sustained a head injury and I took him to
Noble's Hospital. On arrival, we were both given adult masks to wear. When I complained
that my son's mask didn't fit, I was told that children's masks are not provided by the
hospital. I feel very strongly that it is discriminatory to provide masks for adults and not
children.
At the time, I wrote to the DHSC to complain about this. I have not had a reply.

Wherefore your petitioner seeks:
That Tynwald instruct a committee to consider introducing a statutory requirement for the
provision of children's masks across the healthcare sector, and to report.

Signed:

01 /07/21

[Signature of David John Cregeen redacted]
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Petition number 18 of 2021

In Tynwald
5th July
y 2021

To the Honourable Members of Tynwald Court

THE HUMBLE PETITION OF:-

Ms Victoria Louise Hodgson

[Address redacted following inspection by
the Standing Orders Committee of Tynwald]

SHEWETH THAT:I Victoria Louise Hodgson have not been vaccinated against Covid-19.
On 28th June 2021 the Manx Government introduced a border entry policy which
allows unrestricted entry to the Island but only for those persons who have
received two doses of an approved Covid-19 vaccine at least two weeks prior to
arrival, the so-called 2+2 policy.
This border policy in effect means that all persons over the age of 5 who are not
vaccinated for Covid-19 or who have only had one dose of a Covid-19 vaccine
or have had two doses of a Covid-19 vaccine less than two weeks prior to arrival,
are required to self-isolate upon arrival and undertake a PCR test.

There are persons who currently cannot be vaccinated for Covid-19 for a variety
of legitimate reasons such as specific medical conditions or due to pregnancy or
because they fall into the 5-16 year age group for which Covid-19 vaccination
has not yet been officially approved.

There are also those who have chosen not to be vaccinated for personal or
religious reasons.

Vaccination for Covid-19 is not compulsory on the Isle of Man or in the United
Kingdom.

I am concerned that the Manx Government's border policy is discriminatory
against those not vaccinated for Covid-19 and will result in a two-tier society.
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I have started an online petition with Change.org under the title "A fair and
inclusive Manx border policy" and such petition had gained 1,159 signatures as
at 5th July 2021.
I believe that this Manx border policy will disproportionately effect women,
ethnic minorities and those in the lower economic section of our community.
Significantly, I have received support from persons who have in fact been
vaccinated themselves against Covid-19 but acknowledge that the Island's new
border policy is divisive.
The border policy does not allow for any exceptions or special circumstances.
As at 1st July 2021 there were 9,240 adults (persons over the age of 18) on the
Island who had not received any Covid-19 vaccine (plus approximately 11,000
5-18 year olds). It is therefore submitted that the new Manx border policy is a
matter of considerable public interest and importance to many IOM residents.
I believe that this new border policy engages and disproportionately interferes
with Manx citizens Article 8 (respect for private and family life, home and
correspondence) and Article 9 (right to freedom of thought, conscience and
religion) rights under the European Convention on Human Rights.
I believe that the Manx Government should not have a border policy which is
unfair, unequal and treats people entering the Island differently depending on
their Covid-19 vaccination status.

Wherefore your Petitioner prays that:A Committee of three members be appointed with powers to take written and
oral evidence pursuant to sections 3 and 4 of the Tynwald Proceedings Act 1876,
as amended, to consider and report back to Tynwald on the adoption by the
Manx Parliament of a border policy which is inclusive, fair and avoids any form
of discrimination against visitors and Island citizens not vaccinated for Covid-19.

Signed by:
[Signature of Victoria Louise Hodgson redacted]

Louise Hodgson
58

Petition number 19 of 2021

IN TYNWALD
5th day of July 2021
To the Honourable Members of Tynwald Court
The humble petition of:

Miss Linda Dione Keigan,
[Address redacted following inspection by
the Standing Orders Committee of Tynwald]

Sheweth that:
The aim of this humble Petition is to seek to improve services for those who are diagnosed
with secondary cancer in the Isle of Man.
Your Petitioner was diagnosed with primary breast cancer on 30th April 2008. Surgery took
place on 7 h May 2008, followed by 20 weeks of infusion chemotherapy on island and 6
weeks of radiotherapy at Clatterbridge, all the while cared for and supported by the excellent
breast care team, including, significantly for the purposes of this Petition, the specialist breast
care nurse, who cared for the whole person through primary treatment and during the follow
up period of 5 years. Adjuvant endochrine therapy was continued for a total of 10 years.
In July 2019. your Petitioner began suffering a swollen leg. A trip to the GP led to a visit to
A+E where a Doppler scan was performed, indicating that there was no deep vein
thrombosis. There was no follow up. As the swollen leg persisted, your Petitioner visited the
GP surgery again and this time was referred for a CT scan, which was followed up by a visit
to the GP, where news was given that the CT scan showed almost certain lymphoma, which
would have been a new primary cancer. After an appointment with the haematology team, a
surgical biopsy was planned and there was some delay in this being arranged.
On 15th October 2019, your Petitioner saw a complete stranger at Nobles for the result of the
pathological testing of the biopsy. Expecting to hear what type of lymphoma was evident in
the biopsy, your Petitioner was stunned to be given the news that it was 'something to do
with your breast cancer'. He did not even say that it was secondary cancer until asked, and
immediately got on the telephone to ring the breast care team, saying that he could not
answer any questions about it, but they could. He arranged an appointment for the next day
with the breast team. Until that point, no one had mentioned that it could be
advanced/metastatic/secondary cancer.
Your Petitioner met a new breast care nurse at this appointment and said that she looked
forward to seeing this nurse over the ensuing months, only to be told that breast care nurses
only look after those with primary breast cancer. The consultant at this appointment was,
other than confirming the diagnosis of metastatic breast cancer, unable to answer any
questions about secondary cancer either, ending the short meeting with the promise of an
appointment with the oncologist.
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Said appointment was not forthcoming. Your Petitioner telephoned many numbers in an
effort to be seen by the oncologist, feeling that there was no one to assist her in this extremely
difficult and uncertain time.
In the meantime, and still not having been seen by anyone who could give any answers, your
Petitioner developed blood clots in the form of pulmonary emboli. A trip to A+E confirmed
the diagnosis and treatment for this serious condition began.
The very next day, having secured an appointment by sheer determination, your Petitioner
boarded a plane to go to Clatterbridge to see the oncologist in his lunch hour, as there were
no on island appointments available for several weeks. (In those pre-Covid days, the
consultants visited Nobles to see oncology patients here.) Only then was your Petitioner able
to access appropriate medical advice, together with a treatment plan.
A visit to the oncology unit was next. It involved a meeting with the Macmillan
representative, who only wanted to talk about end of life care and funeral preparations.
Treatment duly started and continues. Again, there was no one to talk to about the road
ahead. The chemo nurses kindly and diligently administer treatment, but that is all they do.
No one has responsibility to care for the human undergoing the harsh regime of treatment — ie
there is no specialist nurse caring for secondary patients. Any problems reported led to a
response that the GP was the appropriate person to refer it to, who in turn made reference
back to the oncology team, in what felt like a never ending circle.
Referral was made to Hospice for support. Their nurses telephoned intermittently, without
warning, and in reality could offer nothing for the secondary cancer patient who is living well
with their condition, as their speciality is end of life care.
It seems to your Petitioner that there is a lacuna in healthcare provision in this area.
These brief details of medical history are included purely to provide context, as there is no
criticism of the actual medical care received, or the dedicated professionals carrying out their
actual roles, but it is submitted that there is this lacuna, and your Petitioner is aggrieved that
there is not better provision for those of us in this unenviable position, and considers that if
there were a dedicated secondary team there would be the opportunity for greater education
and resource available to the entire medical profession here to enable earlier diagnosis and
provide better all round care for patients coming to terms with their illness.
Recognising that she may not be the only patient in these circumstances, your humble
Petitioner turned to a request under the Freedom of Information Act 2015, seeking
information from the Department of Health and Social Care as to how many patients there are
being treated for secondary cancer on the Isle of Man, and who is responsible for their care.
Astonishingly, such information is not kept! See FOI reference 1401925 (copy attached).
A search for what information exists revealed a public health National Cancer Plan for the
loM 2012 to 2022 and an update in 2014 but nothing since. An enquiry of public health about
this elicited a response from Dr Ewart confirming that there is no individual or role with
overall responsibility for patients with stage 4 cancer. This correspondence is attached hereto,
and includes a link to a media article dated 21' March 2020, which is also attached, and
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which quotes the Health Minister as saying that "cancer strategy will be developed. ...in
2022".
Wherefore your Petitioner humbly seeks that:
Tynwald do set up a select committee to:
a) examine the incidence of secondary cancer in the Isle of Man, and
b) consider the provision of services for such patients, including the employment of a
specialist secondary nurse (or team, depending on the number of patients affected)
and make recommendations thereon.

Signed:

[Signature of Linda Dione Keigan redacted]
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Petition number 20 of 2021

IN TYNWALD

IN THE MATTER of
the Isle of Man Department
of Health and Social Care

and

IN THE MATTER of
the mandate for 2022/23
to Manx Care

HONOURABLE MEMBERS OF TYNWALD COURT

THE HUMBLE PETITION
of
Simon Edgar Mann
[Address redacted following inspection by
the Standing Orders Committee of Tynwald]

SHEWETH:1.

Petitioner is a non practising Manx Advocate and this petition is presented in a

personal rather than professional capacity. This petition is specifically not a criticism of any
individual providing NHS medical care and seeks to address a shortfall in Governmental provision
of GP and medical services in the north of the Island.
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In April 2021 your Petitioner and his wife were patients of Ramsey Group Practice, the sole
general practice medical centre for the population of the north of the Island from whom your
Petitioner has previously received treatment without substantive complaint.

3.

Following the Covid 19 restrictions a telephone triage system was adopted as the primary

patient gateway for face to face GP appointments. Your Petitioner is aware that Ramsey Group
Practice apparently handles several hundred calls per day and by way of illustrating demand your
Petitioner has received return calls from a GP sometimes beyond 7.30pm.

Prior to 9a.m. on Friday 16 April 2021 your Petitioner sought to obtain access by telephone
o a GP for the purposes of a prescription for essential antibiotic to treat a painful ear infection that
had failed to respond to over the counter pharmacy medication. The condition was complicated by a
degree of existing facial paralysis of which the GP practice were aware.

5.

Your Petitioner was told that neither of the four doctors on duty that day would be available

on a telephone until toward the end of the day to take a call this despite your Petitioner expressing
the need for the prescription to be pressing and also to avoid missing the closing time of the
pharmacies in the north of the Island at the end of the day.

6

Such was the level of pain that your Petitioner had to advise the staff at Ramsey Group

Practice that he would have to treat himself. Despite being so advised and also your Petitioner
sending a confirmatory email to Ramsey Group Practice copied to Primary Care Services, it
proved
impossible to obtain a prescription or a discussion with a GP prior to close of business for
the
weekend.
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Your Petitioner was advised by Ramsey Group Practice that the alternative of attending the

7.

minor injuries unit at Ramsey Cottage Hospital for treatment would not result in a prescription
there were prevented from prescribing antibiotics.
becausestaff
the

I was clear to your Petitioner that, on the day in question at least, the GP practice was
strugg

g to meet the ordinary level of patient demand. Your Petitioner also considered the like

position of other patients in the north of the Island who would have received the same response at
e same time in the morning on the day in question.

Your Petitioner could not justify the alternative of placing further demand on Accident and
Emergency at Nobles Hospital and instead opted to treat himself with left over antibiotic retained in
a medicine cupboard. Your Petitioner had sufficient layperson knowledge to know that this was the
appropriate medication having had same prescribed in the past and having suffered the same
condition. Your Petitioner considers that other patients placed in the same position might well have
resorted to the same course of action with all the risks associated with doing so.

10.

Your Petitioner and his wife subsequently sought to be de registered from Ramsey Group

Practice and registered instead with Peel Medical Centre the next closest geographic location of a
GP surgery to Ballaugh.

11.

Despite the involvement of the Primary Care Service division of Manx Care it was not

possible to secure registration with Peel Medical Centre who raised the geographic boundary of
Orrisdale, barely minutes from Ballaugh, as their contractual and legally binding reason for the
refusal to register.
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2

Your Petitioner accepted the offer of registration at Laxey Medical Centre to the credit of

ose Doctors who were content to oblige and did not raise contractual geographic objections to
egistraton. Your Petitioner accepts that this was a fortunate exception rather than the current rule.

13

Your Petitioner will say that Ramsey Group Practice has, through a cumulative effect,

become unable to meet the modern demands of the north of the Island. The existing building is in
urgent need of replacement with a modern medical centre and a much larger team of health
professionals is required to meet the health needs of the north of the Island. Ramsey Cottage
Hospital and other community medical facilities for patients have not been expanded to meet
creases in population and the Planning Committee have continued to approve new housing
developments without considering the corresponding increased demand on the limited number of
hours that the small local group of GPs and their support staff can work. Further new housing
projects are already proposed which your Petitioner will say will tip the balance and turn the current
pressured operational GP position into one of crisis.

14.

Your Petitioner recalls that Ramsey Cottage Hospital used to provide 24 hour medical

facilities augmented by the local GPs with a much lower population but now currently offers minor
i •
j injury
cover on a daily basis from 8am to 8pm, some out patient facilities and specific care for the
elderly. Such is the level of demand for the excellent blood clinic facility that a queue forms outside
, the door well
before 8am. Public money was spent on updating the operating theatres and
providing some li mited facilities but this valuable resource has yet to be properly realised. The
result is a heavy increase on GP demand during their daytime opening hours and lack of
access to
hospital theatre facilities for those GPs prepared to carry out minor surgical procedures.

S.

Your Petitioner says that Ramsey Cottage Hospital should be
completely re developed as a

odern medical centre and district hospital for the North of the
Island providing a much needed
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secondary ocation for hospital facilities in the event that there was an incident affecting the day to
day operation of Nobles and also to create within the footprint a front line GP facility for the North
of the

d with in house pharmacy and other supporting treatment, scanning and diagnostic

services.'Your Petitioner says that such facilities are urgently needed and planning, procurement and
development should be commenced without delay. Your Petitioner says that Treasury should
allocate a substantive budget to the scheme or, further or in the alternative, Manx Care be provided
sufficient borrowing powers to secure funding and be also enabled to raise money by public
ubscription or an issue of bonds.

Your Petitioner will say that there are many examples of similar multi purpose modem
medical centres replacing cottage hospitals throughout the UK. In some instances construction has
been funded almost entirely by public subscription and your Petitioner considers that such a method
should be fully explored in this case.

7.

Your Petitioner will say that Manx Care is not currently mandated with the requirement to

eplace Ramsey Group Practice with a modern medical centre nor to redevelop Ramsey Cottage
Hospital in such a way and your Petitioner will say that this is a matter that requires the urgent
attention of the Department of Health and Social Care so that such a mandate is given to Manx Care
for the operative period 2022/23 and to complete the overhaul of medical provision in the north of
the Island within an acceptable timescale.

18.

Your Petitioner will further say that patients should have choice, as of right, as to which GP

surgery they are registered with irrespective of geographic location in much the same way as the
provision of Dental services. Your petitioner suggests that across the Island the allocation and work
load of GPs needs to re assessed to provide a more even ratio of patients to GPs taking into account
orking hours, modern vaccination programmes and other healthcare initiatives that now take
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consultation, 'age and administrative time. Your petitioner considers that Manx Care will need to

be mandated to make the necessary financial provision and contractual changes or, further or in the
alternative, the Department of Health and Social Care will need to implement a change in
let illation.

WHEREFORE Your Petitioner humbly prays
that Tynwald appoints a Select Committee to:

(a) Take evidence and consider the level of
GP and medical services being provided in
the North of the Island

(b) Take evidence and consider whether it
is safe and appropriate for patients in the
North of the Island to only have access to
one GP surgery

(c) Take evidence and consider whether it
is appropriate to continue allowing GP
surgeries to be bound by geographic
boundaries and stymie freedom of choice

(d) Take evidence and consider whether
there is a risk that patients in single GP
practice areas are becoming very

68

vulnerable to day to day shortfalls in
service delivery

(e) Take evidence and report on the need
for replacement of Ramsey Group Practice
and Ramsey Cottage Hospital with a
modem multi purpose medical centre and
district hospital with out of hours first
responder A & E cover and in house
pharmacy as a subsidiary and supporting
hospital to Nobles with the facility for
future use in the event of the operative
capacity of Nobles being affected by any
kind of localised incident.

This 5

day of July 2021

[Signature of Simon Edgar Mann redacted]

mon Edgar Ma
Petitioner
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IN TYNWALD

THE HUMBLE PETITION
OF
SIMON EDGAR MANN

IN RESPECT OF
THE REPLACEMENT AND
MODERNISATION OF
GP AND HOSPITAL
FACILITIES IN
THE NORTH OF THE
ISLAND

[Address redacted following inspection by
the Standing Orders Committee of Tynwald]
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Petition number 21 of 2021

In Tynwald
5th July 2021
To the Honourable Members of Tynwald Court
The Humble Petition Of:
David John Watts, [Address redacted following inspection by

the Standing Orders Committee of Tynwald]

Sheweth that:
Section 24 of the Education Act 2001 states that "It is the duty of every parent of every child
of compulsory school age to cause him to receive suitable education either by regular
attendance at school or otherwise." Section 24 (3) amplifies what is meant by a suitable
education viz: "suitable education in relation to a child means efficient full time education
suitable to his age, ability and aptitude and to any special educational needs he may have."
It follows that pupils attending school have a statutory right to receive a "suitable education."
thus defined.
And
A casual look at those social media and internet forum pages used by individuals seeking
local help, guidance and advice will see a plethora of requests for recommendations for
private tutors for children of primary and secondary school ages notably in the subjects of
English, Mathematics, Modern Foreign Languages and the Sciences. Furthermore the rise
and continued success of an International Franchise providing private tuition services (Kip
McGrath), who have established two premises on Island and deliver hundreds of literacy
and numeracy lessons each week in well-equipped and engaging environments has been
noted by many parents who have sought placements for their children. Testament to that
outfit's success has been the accolades received by the Isle of Man Kip McGrath
Franchisee. I understand these awards made on behalf of the Kip McGrath are 'Franchisee
of the Year 2019' (out of a field of over 250) and also in 2018 and 2019 the 'Fastest Growing
Franchise Award.' Such growth demonstrates the increasing demand for effective private
tuition on Island. It is also notable that operators such as Kip McGrath highlight the important
issue of learning loss and operate through the majority of the school holidays.
And
Your Petitioner submits that the increasing parental demand for private tuition bears some
relation to the Island's schools failing to provide pupils with education suitable to their age,
ability and aptitude and to any special educational needs they may have recognising (below)
that some of the reasons for this may not always be in the school's control. Nonetheless
your Petitioner argues that this has created a shadow education system on Island which
plays an important role in the educational attainment of pupils and thus school performance
data.
And
Your Petitioner is aggrieved in that he feels he has had no alternative but to embrace this
shadow education system necessitating considerable financial outlay noting that although
the impact of private tuition has been considerable and highly beneficial to his children many
of the factors that necessitate such engagement could be mitigated by an examination of
the factors that feed the expansion of this shadow system.
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And
Socio-economic factors dictate that such a system will not be open to all and in the case of
pupils growing up in poverty the issue is further compounded by the lack of a pupil premium
for schools. A recent study conducted by the DESC as part of a business case for social
equity funding in schools and submitted to the Treasury (subsequently rejected by them)
highlighted that It certainly seems the case that children who are eligible for free school
meals are amongst the poorest and that this simple binary measure is a very good indicator
of socio-economic disadvantage." Across all key indicators the performance of pupils in
receipt of free school meals (FSM) on the Isle of Man is lower than their non-FSM peers.
Key points from this study showed that:
20% fewer pupils in receipt of FSM at the end of Reception year are achieving a
Good Level of Development than their non-FSM peers;
Though in some areas this gap narrows a little in primary school it is still pronounced
at the end of Key Stages One and Two. In writing for example Manx 7 year olds in
receipt of FSM perform 19.4% less well than their non-FSM peers. The gap is still
17.5% at the end of Key Stage 2;
The gap between performance of pupils in receipt of FSM and peers becomes widest
at the end of Key Stage 4 when 24.1% fewer pupils in receipt of FSM achieve the key
benchmark of five Level 2 passes including English and Maths.
And
School and teacher dissatisfaction with the choice of Cambridge Assessment International
Education (CAIE) as the main !GCSE Examination Board has received much publicity
including repetitive posts on social media by serving and retired Secondary headteachers.
It was further highlighted as an ancillary issue by Beamans Management Consultants as
part of their "Review of DESC Management & Governance Arrangements." Beamans drew
attention to the fact that "many teachers consider the iGCSE to be inappropriate for rural
non-selective comprehensive high schools." The abrupt and late change in 2019 for Year
11 pupils sitting CAIE iGCSE Mathematics to the WJEC Mathematics GCSE is well
publicised. However, what is important to note are some of the factors that lay behind this
decision, factors your Petitioner suggests may be influential in the uptake of private tutors.
Grade boundaries for iGCSE/GCSE mathematics vary considerably between CAIE and
WJEC. For the June 2017 examination series in relation to mathematics these were:
A*

A

B

C

D

E

CIE Extended

90%

79%

64%

50%

38%

28%

Edexcel
iGCSE Higher
WJEC Higher

77%

60%

43%

27%

13%

6%

64%

48%

34%

20%

Thus for a pupil to gain a C grade (considered a pass) in the WJEC paper he can score
considerably less (30%) than a CAIE entrant and still attain a comparable Level 2
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qualification accepted for Key Stage 5 education and beyond. What was surprising to note
from disclosures made pursuant to a Freedom of Information request was the fact that a key
driver behind the change was the perceived inability of loM students to "access" the CAIE
paper. In a paper to the DESC highlighting arguments for switching examination boards the
Secondary Schools stated:
"The view of the Heads of Maths is that Manx students are being measured against
independent, mostly selective schools, relatively few of whom willhave students with defined
Special Educational Needs. We believe that this is one factor in many of our students
receiving lower mathematics grades than those they received with other boards . This
together with a brief test ofFoundation (Core) papers showed CIE !GCSE requires a reading
age of 13.7 years whereas Edexce! !GCSE requires a reading age of 11.3 years putting
students at the CID borderline and below at a further disadvantage".
Your Petitioner was surprised to note the reading age differential above. It certainly raises
questions regarding the on Island teaching of literacy at primary and secondary levels. If this
reading age differential is manifest across other GCSE subjects then this could influence
the desire to seek additional private support in English and the Sciences (both compulsory
subjects up to and including Key Stage 4 and examined by CAIE) especially as many
children are taught in random mixed ability sets (under the umbrella of inclusivity) where it
becomes crucial to ensure that differentiation is rigorous. From your Petitioner's experience
such differentiation has not always been apparent.
And
Your Petitioner has concerns about behaviour management in schools and the impact
persistently disruptive behaviour can have on the learning environment taking away valuable
time from those students who wish to actively engage in lessons. It appears teachers are to
an extent fettered by a dogmatic approach from the DESC (again under the guise of
inclusivity) where managed moves of persistently disruptive or aggressive pupils serve
merely to move a problem student from one establishment to another rather than look at
more radical solutions such as Pupil Referral Units. Beamans in their report suggested the
DESC look again at the 2019 Student Behaviour Report suggesting the establishment of a
working party to formulate a new behaviour plan. Your Petitioner wishes to bring Honourable
Members' attention to one table published in the Behaviour Report viz:
Comparison of Rates of Exclusion England & Isle of Man (2016)
England 2016 (State funded Secondaries)
Using data on Fixed Term Exclusions (FTE)
The highest proportion of fixed term
exclusions (45.7 per cent) lasted for only
one day. Only 13.3 per cent of fixed period
exclusions lasted for one week or longer.
A total of 3408 Schools issued a total of
270,135 fixed term exclusions. The average
number of FTE per school was 79.3 in that
year.
Overall FTE rate for all state funded
Secondaries per number on roll was 8.46%
(North West 8.67%, Inner London 7.84%,
Outer London 6.38%)

IOM 2016 5 Secondaries
Using data on suspensions
The highest proportion of suspensions (49
per cent) lasted for 2 days. 16 per cent of
suspensions lasted for 4 days or longer.
A total of 5 Secondary schools issued a total
of 981.5 suspension days. The average
number of suspension days per school was
196.3 in that year.
Overall Suspensions rate for all 5 Secondary
schools per number on roll was 18.7%
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Furthermore, for this Student Behaviour Report the DESC produced a number of exclusion
(suspension) league tables (somewhat ironic given their aversion to publishing such tables
for school performance results). This showed that in the years 2014-2016 (the years studied
for the report) the 10M had by far the highest rates of suspension compared with any other
English region — in most cases more than double. In their analysis of the reason for
suspensions over the years 2015-17, the top three reasons for suspension were verbal
abuse of a member of staff, behaviour injurious or dangerous to self/others and persistent
disruptive behaviour.
And
Regarding the teaching of Modern Foreign Languages the Curriculum Order 2011 states
that in the case of pupils aged 7-11 (Key Stage 2) the curriculum may include French. As
per the DESC Minister's statement in Tynwald (December 2020) "Curriculum decisions are
made locally by the school and 18 primary schools currently do not offer any foreign
language tuition. There am currently no plans to expand provision centrally and
responsibility for detailed curriculum decisions remains to be made locally by the schools
involved." Your Petitioner suggests that parents seeking private tuition for their children in
this key part of the curriculum (part of the English Baccalaureate performance measure - a
far more demanding metric than the DESCs so called "gold standard" measure of five Level
2 passes including E&M) do so in part because of their children's lack of exposure to a
foreign language at a key time (i.e. their primary years). The decision to make French
optional in the 2011 Curriculum Order was fundamentally flawed along with the disbandment
of the primary school peripatetic language service. The Island should look to the decision
taken in England to make foreign languages compulsory in Key Stage 2 so as to give Manx
primary school students a comparable opportunity to develop their skills in this area.
And
Whilst certain factors may be outwith a schools' control (such as a requirement to use a
given examination board or centralised behaviour management polices) there will be cases
where failures of leadership or poor/ineffective pedagogical skills may cause parental
concern and thus drive them to seek support from the shadow education system. An
example of the learning and teaching failings at St. Mary's Roman Catholic Primary School
were highlighted in a petition last year. Further evidence of areas of concern have come
into the public domain through the release of the minutes of each schools' Governing Body
minutes. As an example in the case of St. Mary's RC Primary School the minutes of the
Governors Meeting of October 2019 record that "there has been an issue with writing
assessment which is consistent throughout the school" and also that "it is evident that there
is a definite lack of challenge with high achievers throughout the school." Your Petitioner
submits that such a practice is in direct contravention of Section 24 of the Education Act
2001 and similar situations could well be prevalent or even endemic in other schools where
the staff focus may be concentrated on lower achieving children in order to meet specific
attainment targets — Level 4 for Year 6 pupils (itself a low bar being the minimum required
to access the secondary curriculum) and Grade C at GCSE.
And
Thanks to successive Freedom of Information requests parents and others now have full
visibility of school performance data at primary and secondary levels. Certainly in the case
of the primary sector the DESC resisted publication of attainment results until the
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intervention of the Information Commissioner when they were compelled to do so. It is
apparent to many parents who are now more informed than ever that an educational
postcode lottery exists and they can readily asses the attainment of their child(ren) vis-a-vis
their peers in the same and other schools. League tables and accompanying narrative
(running to over 150 pages) have been produced by your Petitioner and with over 26,500
downloads of his work to be found on the Positive Action Group's website we can conclude
that there is a strong interest in school data and results. There are certainly some centres
of excellence and school faculties with dedicated teaching and educational support staff that
consistently deliver outstanding lessons and pastoral care. It is of course noted that many
factors influence a child's attainment but nonetheless the school environment and
engagement therein is an important one. Given that the aforementioned Beamans Report
highlighted that with one or two notable exceptions (subsequently identified as Ballasalla
Primary School and Castle Rushen High School) school Governing Bodies fail to meet their
remit, parents cannot have confidence that the issues highlighted earlier will be addressed
or taken forward by Governors.
Wherefore your Petitioner Prays that:Tynwald set up a Select Committee to establish the extent of an on Island shadow education
system, the reasons for parents, careers and pupils engaging with such and the impact such
a system has on pupil attainment at both primary and secondary school levels.

Signed:

[Signature of David John Watts redacted]

David John Watts
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