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REFERENCE NUMBER: IM85068I         

REQUEST UNDER THE FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT 2015 (“the Act”) 

We write further to your request received on 20 April 2017, regarding the following information:   
“A copy of the Report the previous Chief Minister obtained as it related to the Offices of Attorney 
General .” 

On 21 April 2017 this request was clarified in the following terms:  
“…Peter Karran and Alan Bell had referred to in the house. My understanding is that it was carried 
by a QC from across, in 2015… I am certain it is a Report that Alan Bell had. The uniqueness of this 
type of document must be in minds of people and chief secretary.” 

On 16 June 2017 we had a conversation, confirmed by email the same day, where it was agreed 
that your request was to be updated to: 
“A copy of the Executive Summary of the report regarding the Office of the Attorney Generals 
Chambers.”  

Response to your request  

Thank you for your patience and understanding with this, we are pleased to be able to provide the 
attached in response to your updated request. 

 Your right to request a review 

If you are unhappy with this response to your Freedom of Information request, you may ask us to 
carry out an internal review of the response, by completing a complaint form and submitting it 
electronically or by delivery/post to the FOI Co-ordinator, Cabinet Office, Government Office, 
Douglas, Isle of Man, IM1 3PN.  An electronic version of our complaint form can be found by going 
to our website https://www.gov.im/about-the-government/freedom-of-information/freedom-of-
information-review-request-january-1-2017/ , a paper copy can be requested by contacting the 
Cabinet Office direct.   

Your review request should explain why you are dissatisfied with this response, and should be made 
as soon as practicable.  We will respond as soon as the review has been concluded.   

If you are not satisfied with the result of the review, you then have the right to apply for a review 
of decisions by the Information Commissioner, for a decision on; 
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1) Whether we have responded to your request for information in accordance with Part 2 of 
the Act; or 

2) Whether we are justified in refusing to give you the information requested.   

In response to an application for review, the Information Commissioner may, at any time, attempt 
to resolve a matter by negotiation, conciliation, mediation or another form of alternative dispute 
resolution and will have regard to any outcome of this in making any subsequent decision.      

More detailed information on your rights to review is on the Information Commissioner’s website at: 
https://www.inforights.im/ 

Should you have any queries concerning this letter, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Further information about Freedom of Information requests can be found at: www.gov.im/foi. 
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The Review of H.M. Attorney General’s Chambers (Isle of Man) 
Executive Summary 

 

(A) Introduction   
 
At the request of the Chief Minister, Miss Michelle Norman the Acting Head of H.M. Attorney 
General’s Chambers  commissioned me to undertake a review of its structures and the manner in 
which it discharges its responsibilities. My terms of reference were: 
 
 “To examine the factors affecting the manner in which H.M. Attorney General’s Chambers 
discharges its responsibilities with particular reference to its structures, ethos and working practices; 
and to make recommendations for strengthening its cohesiveness and improving its performance.” 
 
Miss Norman’s acting role arises from the prolonged indisposition of the Attorney General. Whilst it 
might be thought unusual for a review of this nature to be commissioned and undertaken in the 
absence of the head of the organisation, there were compelling reasons for doing so.  I did meet the 
Attorney General during the process. His input was very welcome, constructive and supportive. 
 
I offer special thanks to all who assisted me but especially Sally Hobbs CBE who joined me to 
facilitate a number of group meetings. Her role in the project expanded and her knowledge and 
experience of management and operational issues was invaluable.  Biographical notes of both Sally 
and myself are at Annex A. 
 

(B) Background 
 
H. M. Attorney General’s Chambers (“AGC”) provides the full range of legal services required by the 
Isle of Man Government. This includes advice to Departments, Statutory Boards and other central 
government bodies in relation to domestic and international issues; as well as litigation and other 
non-contentious services such as conveyancing and the drafting of commercial and other contracts. 
It is also responsible for legislative drafting and the prosecution (including advocacy) of all criminal 
cases before the courts in the Isle of Man together with support through mutual legal assistance 
arrangements for cases in another jurisdiction where evidence from the Isle of Man may be relevant. 
Commencing in 2009, AGC assumed responsibility for summary prosecutions—previously a police 
responsibility. 
 
The Attorney General also has a number of responsibilities (some statutory) relating to advice to the 
Crown and to Tynwald which he must handle personally. 
 
The demands on AGC have expanded and changed over the past 14 years as modernisation and 
globalisation has made the process of government more demanding. New areas of law include those 
arising from the enhanced role of the EU, data protection, human rights and the letting of more 
complicated commercial contracts-as well as the wider prosecuting role. This trend is likely to 
continue, particularly given the proposal that the Island adopt Freedom of Information legislation. 
AGC has responded but on an ad hoc basis—reacting to change rather than planning for it. 
Management systems are very limited.  
 
The present structure of AGC comprises a Civil Division headed by the Government Advocate (which 
undertakes litigation and some advisory work including that done within the Civil Non-Contentious 
team), a Prosecution Division headed by the Director of Prosecutions responsible for all criminal 
cases and a Legislative Drafting Team, headed by the Chief Legislative Drafter. There are two 
singleton lawyers, one advising on international matters and the other more generally, and a team 
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of two lawyers handling matters relating to financial crime and mutual legal assistance. All these 
report directly to the Attorney General. In addition, there are two administrative support teams-one 
dealing with corporate administration and the other supporting the Prosecution Division.  
 
AGC has a Senior Management Team comprising the Attorney General, the heads of the larger legal 
teams (Government Advocate, Director of Prosecutions, and the Chief Legislative Drafter) and the 
Corporate Development Manager. However, its role is not clearly understood or necessarily 
accepted by staff, albeit that some steps have recently been taken to try to address this. 
 
Against this background, there were concerns about the resilience of AGC emanating from various 
sources-some from clients and also from stakeholders in the criminal justice system. The most 
substantial and overt have been directed towards the Prosecutions Division including through the 
political process with concerns expressed in Tynwald receiving significant media coverage. One 
Member of the House of Keys described AGC as badly organised with the Prosecution Division being 
in “total disarray”.  
 
The extended absence of the Attorney General also highlighted difficulties from a constitutional 
perspective arising from the lack of an effective deputy for that office, given that the Attorney 
General is the only Crown Officer in AGC.  Whilst the creation of the temporary post of Acting Head 
of Chambers has resulted in cover being provided for most of the Attorney General’s functions, it is a 
Civil Service, rather than a Crown, appointment and, for example, the post holder is unable to 
discharge the responsibilities to the Crown or attend sittings of Tynwald in place of the Attorney 
General. 
 

(C) Overarching findings 
 
Context: 
 
The Attorney General’s Chambers provides under one roof the full range of legal services which a 
government might require although there is some outsourcing for reasons of capacity, potential 
conflicts of interest or specialist need. Responsibilities range from advising on the niceties of 
international tax information exchange agreements through the application of European Union Law 
to activities in the Island and the conduct of litigation to the provision of prosecution services. This 
inevitably raises substantial challenges for an organisation which has an establishment of only 24 
lawyers (in addition to the Attorney General himself) and 16 administrative and other support staff. 
In some jurisdictions this work would be spread across several different organisations. For example, 
in England and Wales the work of AGC would be split between the prosecuting authorities (Crown 
Prosecution Service and Serious Fraud Office), Treasury Solicitor’s Department (litigation and some 
advisory), Parliamentary Counsel (legislative drafting) and departmental legal advisers. In addition, 
the Attorney General’s Office in London acts as a “headquarters” and focuses on that work which 
either must be done by the Law Officers personally (e.g. by statute) or have his imprimatur; or which 
is referred because of its importance, complexity or sensitivity. 
 
In significant respects, the AGC has risen to that challenge and I received evidence containing many 
plaudits for the industry, skill and professionalism of individual lawyers. It was equally clear that the 
differences between many aspects of its work mean that the AGC does not have the natural 
cohesiveness which one might expect in an organisation of its age and standing. Splitting the work 
between several smaller organisations is not a realistic option since it would inevitably increase costs 
and reduce flexibility and resilience. This puts strong leadership and sound management at a 
premium if the AGC is to succeed in delivering the consistently good level of service required by the 
Isle of Man. However, some staff attitudes and behaviours, especially towards management, seem 
to increase the separation to the point where AGC was frequently described as “more a collection of 
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individuals than an organisation”. In reality, there have been no effective arrangements in place to 
manage the AGC as a modern government legal and prosecution service for a number of years, and 
previous leaderships did not extend to forward- thinking management. There has been a tendency 
to focus on the aspects of the Attorney General’s responsibilities which most closely reflected their 
particular experience and background. As a result, the structure of the organisation, its 
responsibilities and the way it discharges them, and its management arrangements, have all 
developed in a piecemeal way. Arrangements for management were, and remain, unstructured, and 
some basic elements of good governance are absent. 
 
The Prosecution Division operates in a difficult environment; the criminal justice system in a recent 
report was found to be largely inefficient. However, relationships between the Prosecution Division 
and its key stakeholders, the judiciary and the police, are poor, and there is no constructive dialogue 
on where or how performance needs to improve. Relationships with the judiciary in the Court of 
General Gaol Delivery have reduced to an unacceptably low level, and are characterised by an 
absence of mutual respect that is poorly disguised, and needs to be addressed as matter of urgency. 
There is an absence of confidence in the Prosecution Division which is affecting  confidence in the 
system as a whole and the reputation of the Attorney General’s Chambers. 
 
Key findings: 
 

 The AGC has some able staff, amongst both its lawyers and non-legal staff, but the current 
structures, and the absence of good management, mean that the organisation is neither 
making the most of those resources, nor getting the best out of them. 
 

 The work undertaken by the litigation and advisory functions was regarded by clients as 
generally satisfactory. In the latter case turnaround times were good but not consistently so. 
The advisory function is fragmented and there needs to be greater oversight and 
responsibility for adjusting caseloads as necessary, and some element of quality assurance. 
The approach to outsourcing and dealing with conflicts of interest needs to be reviewed. 

 

 Clients were also generally satisfied with work of the commercial team. Timeliness was 
generally good, with the odd exception. Relationships are based on personal contacts, and 
the team regards itself as ‘self-managing’. However, as a result there is a risk of differing 
levels of service, and an element of selectivity in the work that is undertaken, which needs 
to be addressed. 

 

 The drafting team received strong positive feedback from legislating departments on the 
quality and general timeliness of Bills. The same was true of the other specialist functions 
including those relating to international law, financial crime and mutual legal assistance. 
 

 The work of the Prosecution Division has suffered from an absence of proactive 
management particularly since it assumed responsibility for prosecuting summary cases in 
2009. The assumption of responsibilities was poorly handled, in part because of an absence 
of interest and knowledge by the organisation in the principles of good management and 
managing change. The memorandum of understanding with the Isle of Man  Constabulary 
governing procedures remains unsigned. Insufficient attention was paid to genuine staff 
shortages in 2010-2011.The level of performance then began to attract criticism.  
 

 2011 saw the nadir of the Prosecution Division which resulted from the poor preparation for 
the transition, staffing issues and the lack of management, and management skills within the 
AGC to cope with the crisis. The consequence is acknowledged to have been some poor 
decision making; lack of review in relation to cases already charged by the police; and a hand 
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to mouth existence which resulted in actions which should have been undertaken between 
hearings not being done—in some instances in breach of specific directions by the courts. 
Prosecution cases continue to be insufficiently proactively managed and prepared, and 
performance and quality is very variable. 
 

 The historically unstructured and loose arrangements for the management of Chambers as 
whole, has had a number of consequences. Existing senior staff have been left ill-equipped 
to deal with the hiatus resulting from the unplanned lengthy absence of the newly 
appointed Attorney General, in part because of an absence of proper governance 
arrangements. Hence there is uncertainty and confusion as to what the Acting Head of 
Chambers and the Senior Management Team are empowered to do. In addition, in common 
with the rest of chambers, they are not a cohesive unit. That the temporary arrangements 
have had to continue much longer than was originally anticipated has further added to the 
uncertainty and there is a risk that urgent issues will not be tackled. 
 

 More widely, there are no structured arrangements for controlling or monitoring the volume 
of work coming into AGC. In all divisions there is a lack of management information about 
the most basic of things. Case management systems are absent, apart from a very new 
system in the process of being set up within the Prosecution Division.  This prevents the 
organisation from properly analysing its performance and managing resources efficiently. 

 

 There is consequently no culture of organisational performance management, quality 
assurance, or improvement, and very little culture of individual performance management. 
Corporate Service functions are under developed. Training and development need to be 
strengthened and the Chambers should review the basis on which it recruits legal staff who 
are not Manx advocates. 

 

 The historic approach to managing the organisation  and the absence of firm, good 
management over a sustained period has had a profound effect on staff, their  behaviour 
and the culture of the organisation. Most lawyers within Chambers are suspicious of the 
notion of ‘management’, either on a personal or organisational basis, and question the right 
of others to manage them. There has been a belief amongst some that their needs and 
wishes are the right ones and that the organisation of Chambers should fit with those.  This 
is unacceptable, has had a corrosive effect on the organisation, and needs to be addressed. 
Non legal staff understand the principles of good management and have welcomed the 
greater interest in their work, where it has occurred. 

 

 There is a need for strong leadership which encompasses a future vision for the 
organisation. Leadership and change will need to be supported by a new approach to 
communication internally, to develop cohesiveness, and externally to give, and restore, the 
confidence of users and stakeholders. Key to any change will be revised governance 
arrangements, organisational structures and changed behaviours.  
 

 There are three essential requirements for a structure to support an organisation which 
espouses such a vision of AGC. First, it must provide for continuity of effective leadership; 
secondly, the structure must strengthen the leadership and strategic role of the Attorney 
General whilst removing much of the routine and burdensome day to day management; 
thirdly, it must accommodate the diversity of the AGC’s many responsibilities and the 
specialisms needed within teams that work collaboratively to provide the services needed 
rather than the AGC perception of what clients and stakeholders should need.  
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 I recommend the appointment of a second Crown Officer as Assistant Attorney General 
although this would not of itself fill the vacuum which arises in relation to the Legislative 
Council and Tynwald when the Attorney General is indisposed. This is because the 
responsibility derives from membership of the Legislative Council and Tynwald whose 
procedures do not permit alternates. The Attorney General is a non-voting member of the 
Legislative Council by virtue of section 7 of the Isle of Man Constitution Amendment Act 
1919. It is a matter which can only be resolved by those bodies themselves. In common with 
all sovereign legislatures, Tynwald and its component parts determines its own rules and 
procedures. It must be a matter for the members to weigh the difficulties occasioned by any 
indisposition against the principle of not permitting an alternate and determining where the 
balance of advantage lays. Tynwald could amend the 1919 Act if it considered it appropriate. 

 

 My proposed structure retains all the existing functions within one organisation but draws 
on the Westminster model in respect of the Attorney General’s own role. There, the 
Attorney General’s Office is regarded in effect as the Headquarters of the government legal 
machine and it focuses on that work which either positively requires the personal 
involvement of a Law Officer or is referred because of its importance, complexity or 
sensitivity. I am recommending, therefore, that the AGC should in future be structured 
around a discrete inner division (perhaps known as The Law Officers’ Division) staffed by the 
Attorney General, The Assistant Attorney General and a small personal staff. 

 

 The majority of the functions of the AGC would be handled within three operational 
Divisions – Civil Division, Prosecutions Division and the Legislative Drafting Division. For the 
reasons set out later, I consider that the Financial Crime Team should remain as a separate 
unit but reporting through the Assistant Attorney General. Each team would be managed by 
a head of Division who would report to the Attorney General and have overall responsibility 
for planning and managing the work including ensuring that the division has in place proper 
arrangements for measuring its performance. An organogram attached to this summary 
Annex B illustrates the proposed structure. 

 

 I also propose a change in the relationship between the Director of Prosecutions and the 
Attorney General to emphasise the separation of the prosecution function from the 
executive. All prosecutions are at present brought in the name of the Attorney General. He is 
a Crown Officer and, although neither an elected politician nor part of Government, his 
responsibilities to the Council of Ministers and to Tynwald inevitably create very close 
relationships. In an environment where the perception of independence and impartiality is 
of ever increasing importance, it would be opportune to underline the fact of appropriate 
separation in the Isle of Man by requiring prosecutions to be brought in the name of the 
Director of Prosecutions. The Government would of course retain its responsibility for 
criminal justice policy and the infrastructure of the criminal justice system including 
prosecution arrangements. The relationship between the Attorney General and the Director 
of Prosecutions should become one of superintendence with responsibility for individual 
decisions resting firmly with the DP who would be accountable to the Attorney General (and 
through him to Tynwald) for delivering an efficient and effective prosecution service with 
both performance and prosecution policies which command public confidence. 
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(D) Specific issues 
 
Advisory function: 
 
The organisational issues relating to advisory work are compounded by the unstructured 
management information and file storage arrangements of AGC as a whole which represent a 
particular risk in this context. Despite a system of “conflict e-mails” it is possible for the same legal 
issue to be addressed separately by different lawyers in response to different departments.  
 
All these matters were reflected in the feedback received in relation to advisory work. There was 
widespread appreciation for the overall quality of advice and many spoke of good personal 
relationships. However, the dominant theme was that functional diversity can make it difficult to 
know where to go to seek advice; and what the process should be. Much advice remains on an 
informal basis. From an external perspective, things work well for those who have a regular contact 
whom they can ring up. All those consulted stressed the need for a more structured approach 
including clear channels of approach, a proper system of allocation and active management. Several 
suggested that there should be service level agreements between AGC and the main client 
departments. 
 
Other recurring themes were: 

 Turnaround times are generally good but not consistently so. Too much depends on the 
pressures and priorities of individual lawyers. 

 Marshalling resources to meet the increasing need for specialism. Most advisors tend to be 
generalists with expertise. Changes of individual could result in significant gaps-as had 
happened recently with employment law. 

 Some departments felt that the approach to advisory work could be more positive. They felt 
advice tended to be reactive and address the lawfulness or otherwise of a particular 
proposal whereas a broader approach would be welcome. This would involve pro-active 
advice to assist departments in achieving their policy objectives within the law. Options 
would be developed with the advantages and disadvantages identified and the risk attaching 
to each assessed. 

 The approach to outsourcing needs to be clearer and more structured. Departments do not 
feel that there is a consistent approach to where AGC is “conflicted out” and who 
determines capacity issues.  

These issues have financial implications for the departments. 
 
Departments were at times perplexed by the AGC approach to outsourcing. It is important that AGC 
has a clear and consistent policy as to when it will regard itself as “conflicted out” and that the policy 

should not extend beyond what is necessary. 

 
Litigation: 

 
Client departments seem well satisfied with the level of service received. The Law Society perception 
was that there were no concerns about the work of the AGC in relation to civil litigation. There was 
proper professionalism on the conduct of cases including, for example, timely responses to 
correspondence and compliance with court directions. There was however feedback (similar to the 
advisory function) as to uncertainty as to the manner in which AGC takes decisions on 
representation and possible outsourcing. The points made in relation to the advisory function about 
these issues apply also to the litigation function. There does not appear to be any framework or 
guidelines governing when the AGC undertakes to represent departments at tribunals and in courts. 
 



Review of HM Attorney General’s Chambers (Isle of Man): Executive Summary  

 

 

7 

 

Legislative Drafting: 

 
There were suggestions from some (but not all) departments that the legislative process would 
benefit from earlier legal input – guiding the development of policy and drafting instructions. This 
would break new ground because received wisdom is that legislative drafting is usually better if the 
drafter comes to the topic with a completely fresh mind and no pre-formed views as to form. 
Nonetheless, it was accepted that early legal input to policy development could be beneficial in 
certain circumstances. 
 
Some departments also felt that, despite the list of legislative priorities drawn up by the Council of 
Ministers, there may be de facto amendment of the priorities depending on the approach of the 
drafter and other competing pressures on the drafter. The actual order in which bills are presented 
to Tynwald is then determined by their readiness rather than by business managers and 
departments find it frustrating if their Bill has been overtaken. The drafting team felt that other 
factors also affected this. 
 
Prosecution Division: 
 
At the start of this review I was unable to ascertain any reliable information about the number of 
cases handled by AGC in the Summary Courts or Court of General Gaol Delivery. Such figures were 
not available. This lack of information is common across the Isle of Man criminal justice system. The 
Fact Book (Collinson and Grant) contains an estimate of 1,200 first hearings each year in the 
Summary Court with 78 of those cases being committed to the Court of General Gaol Delivery, (close 
to the figure of 83 which I was subsequently given for 2011).  There are an estimated 500 summary 
cases in progress at any time.  
 
Some improvements are currently occurring. A new casework manager has put in place new systems 
for recording and tracking the progression of cases and their outcomes, and is reviewing procedures 
to improve efficiency. 
 
The general disorganisation of the Division in 2010 and 2011, including staff shortages, has left a 
lasting mark on all team members. There is a deep conviction (and some ongoing anger) that 
managers did not recognise and respond to the pressures during the particularly difficult period of 
2011. But difficulties within the Prosecution Division have been made worse by the attitude of some 
of those within it who are defensive about criticism to the point of being dismissive and, in some 
cases, arrogantly so; and the absence of a quality assurance regime or performance data within the 
Division means that it lacks the insight and evidence to provide reasoned and substantive responses. 
The position is made worse by some lawyers who insist that they are “independent practitioners” 
who do not need to be managed and who should conduct their cases before court according to their 
own judgment without being answerable to anybody else. 
 
There is almost certainly a link between the findings above and the criticisms we received about the 
way in which many cases are disposed of. Although no statistics are kept, there are undoubtedly a 
high number of cases which are withdrawn or disposed of by accepting a plea either to a lesser 
offence or to the main offence charged but on the basis of an agreement as to facts which falls short 
of the original prosecution case. Whilst some of these represent quite rational decisions, it is often 
the case that they could and should have been taken much sooner. In addition, there has developed 
a culture of the prosecution readiness to compromise cases which seemed at times to go too far.   
 
Defence advocates have been able to take advantage of the situation through the tactical use of not 
guilty pleas in the confident expectation that by the time of a contested trial, they will be able to 
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take advantage and negotiate a good result for the client.  In this they have been assisted by the 
prevailing adjournment culture and also a legal aid structure which countenances it too readily. 
 
Overall my file examination and court observation  in relation to summary cases revealed little 
evidence of preparation work done by prosecutors other than for court hearings i.e. no routine 
initial file review or ongoing review. Prosecutors acknowledge that to have been the case in the past 
but now espouse a commitment to initial review of all cases arriving from the police 7 days before 
hearing. My observations are that this remains the exception rather than the rule. There is a need to 
ensure cases are ‘gripped’ early and that the prosecution is proactive in its handling, and supported 
by good administrative processes.  The relatively small-scale of the AGC prosecution activity 
together with the fact that summary cases are all heard in one location affords an opportunity 
through case ownership and effective management to deliver to a very high standard. 
 
 Judicial criticism of the performance of the Prosecution Division in the Court of General Gaol 
Delivery focuses on three aspects in particular: cases coming to the court that they consider have 
been over charged, decisions not to pursue cases which ought to have been pursued, and 
organisational failings including a failure to comply with orders. These criticisms in effect amount to 
criticism of the preparedness and rigor of the prosecution. There is criticism of individual 
prosecutors and a lack of confidence in  the Director of Prosecutions. 
 
It would be wrong to make an overall and definitive finding as to the overall quality of the casework 
within the General Gaol team without considering a wider range of cases than time permitted. Work 
is ongoing. However, a striking feature is the number of occasions when prosecutors appear to 
change direction during the course of a case - although that is sometimes unavoidable. The 
confidence of the judiciary (and the public) would be improved if prosecutors were to take a view on 
the appropriate charge at an early stage and continue with that charge in the absence of any change 
in the evidential position or other material circumstances. 
 
The AGC keeps no record of the number of complaints or criticisms which are usually delivered in 
open court. Nor is there any procedure within AGC for handling formal complaints whether 
emanating from the judiciary or elsewhere   
 
The importance of meaningful liaison between the Prosecution Division and its key partners in the 
criminal justice system, cannot be over emphasized. However, that liaison should have a clear 
purpose, and involve focused, evidence based discussion. Certainly in the case of regular meetings 
with the police, the Division would do well to agree formally with them what performance and other 
information it should discuss jointly, with a view to improving their joint performance and the 
service they jointly provide to the public. 
 

(E) Conclusions and way forward 
 

It would be easy to allow the many unsatisfactory and indeed gloomy aspects of these findings about 
the Attorney General’s Chambers to block the positive – which is also present in large measure. 
Client departments expressed satisfaction with most of the work, describing much of it as quite 
excellent.  Although the Prosecution Division is seen as a major problem, there were many plaudits 
for the skills and professionalism of individual lawyers. It has able and committed support and 
administrative staff. None of those with whom I spoke suggested that, if given a choice, they might 
wish to dispense with the services of the Attorney General’s Chambers.  
 
On the contrary, most wished to build on its present assets to create a strong organisation that is 
more cohesive than at present and has the right structures to deliver comprehensive legal services 
to all departments and other agencies of the Isle of Man Government. It must be flexible and 
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responsive to changing needs – especially as the Island’s whole machinery of government is 
subjected to change and the introduction of new ways of working. 
 
That is the vision to which AGC should aspire. The building blocks are there and it is readily 
achievable provided the problems which I have described in relation to leadership, management, 
ethos and behaviours are robustly addressed. The recommendations set out below indicate what I 
believe needs to be done. They require a radical change of attitude on the part of some staff 
towards anything which is remotely connected with the notion of management. However, I believe 
they are in reality a minority. Most staff struck me as sensible and well-motivated people who would 
respond enthusiastically to the right form of leadership – described to me by one individual as 
“visible, leading by example, open and honest.” 
 
This should also be seen as an opportunity for the Prosecution Division. It is at present better 
resourced than it has previously been and good work has been done in the recent past to create the 
infrastructure for the casework systems and management which is necessary if the Division is to 
achieve a consistently good standard of casework-which is what the citizens of the Isle of Man are 
entitled to. This will however require maturity and insight to accept the critical findings which I have 
made and a sea change in the attitude of some staff – accompanied by a robust refusal by the 
Director of Prosecutions to countenance some of the more unacceptable behaviours. 
 
Finally, I would stress the importance of my recommendation for a second Crown Officer and for the 
associated structural changes which should enable the Attorney General in future to focus more on 
the crucial leadership, strategic and representational aspects of this important post. 
 

 
I make the following recommendations: 

 
 

1. AGC should adopt a new structure which enables the Attorney General to focus on his/her 
core responsibilities (Advice to Crown; advice to Tynwald; advice to Council of Ministers; and 
advice to departments/boards on issues of general importance or special sensitivity) with 
other business being managed by the Director of Prosecutions; the Government Advocate; 
and the Chief Legislative drafter. 
 

2. The Attorney General should be supported in his/her core responsibilities by an Assistant 
Attorney General who should also be responsible for day to day management of the office, 
including the Corporate Services Team. 
 

3. The Assistant Attorney General should either be a Crown Officer  or specifically empowered 
to discharge the Attorney General’s functions in the event of an absence or inability to act in 
relation to Crown and governmental responsibilities. 

 
4. Tynwald should be invited to consider whether it wishes to construct arrangements which 

would enable it to receive advice and input from the Assistant Attorney General in the 
absence or inability of the Attorney General to act. 

 
5. AGC should review the list of statutory responsibilities required to be undertaken by the 

Attorney General personally to ensure that it remains up to date and relevant. The Isle of 
Man government should be invited to bring forward legislation to dispense with those which 
are no longer necessary. 
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6. The relationship between the Attorney General and the Director of Prosecutions should be 
redefined as one of superintendence so as to create a clearer (and more overtly 
independent) distinction between the Executive and the prosecuting authority whilst 
maintaining a strong and clear line of accountability to Tynwald for the overall efficiency and 
effectiveness of the prosecution arrangements (but excluding individual case decisions). 

 
7. Criminal proceedings should be in the name of the Director of Prosecutions rather than the 

Attorney General. 
 

8. The prosecution should be required to prefer informations in the Court of General Gaol 
Delivery within 28 days of a committal for trial. However, the jurisdiction of the Court of 
General Gaol Delivery should commence immediately a case is committed. 
 

9. There should be a strategic board, with clear terms of reference, to support the Attorney 
General and Assistant Attorney General as regards strategy, policy and other overarching 
issues relevant to the organisation as a whole, including efficiency and performance. In 
particular: 

 Without prejudice to the generality of its remit, the early priorities would include a 
change and improvement programme addressing the weaknesses identified in the 
review.  

 The composition of the strategic board should comprise the Attorney General, 
Assistant Attorney General, the Director of Prosecutions, the Government Advocate, 
the Chief Legislative Drafter, the Corporate Development Manager and an external 
non-executive to provide both expertise and guidance and an element of external 
challenge. 

 The functions of the Corporate Development Manager  should be clarified to ensure 
the post holder is able to advise and  play a full part in enabling the good 
governance of  the AGC 

 A programme of individual coaching should be put in place to assist senior managers 
in gaining the confidence and techniques to enable them to manage in the changing 
environment. 

 Individual performance management needs to be strengthened across the 
organisation 

 
10. AGC should discuss with OHR the most appropriate arrangements for migration to a new 

structure (at Annex B). 
 

11. Arrangements for training and development should be strengthened with particular 
reference to those aspiring to qualify as Manx advocates. The long term objective should be 
that lawyers who are not Manx advocates would be recruited on the basis of limited tenure 
with a view to achieving that local qualification in order to become permanent staff. 
 

12. A key priority (especially for the Prosecution Division) should be the establishment of 
structured arrangements for regular liaison with external stakeholders and client 
departments/boards. 
 

13. AGC should establish the case tracking/management systems necessary to achieve effective 
performance management and efficiency, and develop measures to monitor performance.  
 

14. Clear and consistent policies and procedures should be developed as to the circumstances in 
which clients will be required to outsource legal services on grounds of capacity, potential 
conflict or specialist requirement. These should be communicated to client departments and 
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AGC should continue to work with the Treasury to develop a list of alternative suppliers on a 
“call off” basis. 
 

15.  A formal complaints procedure should be established so that complaints are properly 
investigated and responded to. 
 

16. AGC should establish a communications strategy to improve both internal and external 
communication, including with media. 
 

17. AGC should establish a code of behaviour based on the principles of mutual respect and 
dignity in the work place. 
 

Detailed recommendations relating to the Prosecution Division: 
 

18. As part of the implementation of recommendation 9 above, the Prosecution Division should 
give priority to establishing a position in the summary team with specific responsibility for 
improving performance including establishing and maintaining effective liaison with the 
police. 

 
19. The Director of Prosecutions should liaise with the Isle of Man Constabulary and review     

arrangements for the delivery of charging advice to the police including: 

 defining the circumstances in which charging advice should be sought under 
paragraph 5.4 (r ) and (s) and paragraph 5.9 of current  draft Memorandum 
of Understanding; 

 ensuring that all advice is recorded 

 establishing regular performance management meetings with the police to 
cover all aspects of performance of AGC and the Constabulary and in 
particular issues such as the quality and timeliness of files and responses to 
request for further information and/or evidence. 

 
20. Establish within AGC expectations for the standard and timeliness of case review and the 

recording of decisions and actions taken so as to provide a record of the handling of each 
case. 
 

21. Monitor the performance of the division, in particular case outcomes, in order to 
understand how and where performance should be improved. 
 

22. Seek regular liaison arrangements with the judiciary as a means of understanding and 
improving performance.  
 

23. Initiate an analysis of the activity of General Gaol  prosecutors to ascertain what proportion 
of their time is devoted to tasks which could properly be undertaken by a paralegal working 
under supervision as the basis for determining whether a business case exists for the 
engagement of paralegal support. 
 

24.  The Director of Prosecutions should develop (after appropriate consultation) a Code for 
Prosecutors, charging standards and prosecution policies to inform decisions and case 
handling by the Isle of Man Constabulary and AGC. Such documents are likely to draw on 
comparable documents published in England and Wales but should be adapted to local 
circumstances and expectations. 
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Annex A: 
Biographical Notes 

 
Stephen Wooler CB:  Stephen is a qualified barrister and a Bencher of Gray’s Inn whose career 
combines lengthy experience of handling high profile operational casework with advisory, policy, 
management and leadership roles. Following practice at the common law Bar, he joined the office of 
the Director of Public Prosecutions in 1973, quickly rising to become Assistant Director of Public 
Prosecutions in 1982 – the youngest such appointment.  
 
He was seconded to the Law Officers’ Department in 1983 and was instrumental in establishing first 
the Crown Prosecution Service and then the Serious Fraud Office. In 1987 he became Chief Crown 
Prosecutor in London before a returning to the Law Officers’ Department as Deputy Legal Secretary 
where he served until 1999 when he became HM Chief Inspector of the Crown Prosecution Service, 
which post he held until his retirement in 2010. He was made a Companion of the Order of the Bath 
in the Queen’s Birthday Honours 2005. Since 2010 he has undertaken consultancy work in relation to 
criminal justice. He is also an Assistant Boundary Commissioner for England, a member of the Lord 
Chancellor’s Advisory Sub-Committee for Buckinghamshire and a member of the Advisory Board to 
the Institute of Criminal Law at University College London. 
 
 
Sally Hobbs CBE: Sally’s background is in regulation and business management. Her early career was 
in the civil service and local government. She later joined the office of the Local Government 
Ombudsman, investigating complaints of maladministration against local authorities. As Assistant 
Director in both the London and York offices she was responsible for the oversight and quality of 
investigations in London and the South East, and latterly in the North of England. Subsequently she 
was one the first HM Inspectors to be appointed to the newly created HM Magistrates’ Courts 
Service Inspectorate, and later joined HM Crown Prosecution Services Inspectorate (HMcpsi) also as 
HM Inspector.  In 2006 she was appointed HM Deputy Chief Inspector HMcpsi, the first non-lawyer 
to hold the post, which she held until earlier this year.  




