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Upheld / Upheld in part Complaints

Complaint made by: Mr. Brian Maher Ref. No. 504/09
Station: Teleshopping: Date:
TV3 Play TV 1 October 2009

Complaint Summary:

Mr . Maherds compl aint i s submi tgiia 2009usedia #3(1)(d)(he Genedak r

Advertising Code, sections 3.1 protecting the individual and society, 3.1.3 inaccurate or misleading, 3.1.4
omission of relevant information, 3.3 transparency and 6.1 rules pertaining to teleshopping). Mr. Maher
states a puzzle was shown that involved people on a bus holding baskets containing cats and kittens.
Viewers were asked to count how many legs remain when two people disembark. The complainant believes
the only possible answers were:

x  Alllegs = 1288
x  All legs minus two humans that disembarked = 1284
x  All legs if two humans disembarked with their relevant basket full of cats and kittens = 644

All of the above answers were provided by viewers. However, Mr. Maher states that at 1.15am the presenter
stated that the number of legs was the number AFTER Paul and Tom got off the bus. He also states that
these puzzles are not mathematical so use of the

t he

wor d

tag Atot al connectiono i s othiekeg tgahteey wilt definitely gel tlraugh tovthee we r s

studio when this is not the case.
Stationds Response:
The broadcaster submitted the solution to the complaint without further response.

Decision of Compliance Committee:
The Committee considered the broadcast and the written submissions of the complainant. The Committee
expressed disappointment with the absence of any response from the broadcaster.

The content of the programme is classified as teleshopping. Accordingly, the Committee considered the
complaint under the general principles and rules applying to teleshopping in the General Advertising Code, in
particular, sections:

6.1 The general principles and rules applying to all commercial communications and, where relevant,
the general rules pertaining to advertising shall apply to teleshopping.

3.1 All commercial communications shall be prepared with a sense of responsibility both to the
individual and to society and shall not prejudice the interests of either. All commercial
communications shall be legal, honest, decent and truthful.
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3.1.3 Commercial communications shall not contain inaccurate or misleading claims, statements,
illustrations or representations, either direct or implied.

3.1.4 Commercial communications shall not omit relevant information in a manner that, in the result,
is misleading or is likely to mislead. This means that all pertinent details of an offer shall be stated in
a clear and understandable manner.

3.3 Commercial communications shall operate on the principle of transparency. Any commercial
arrangement within programming shall be identifiable as such and the listener/viewer shall be made
aware of such an arrangement.

The Committee noted that the programme is an interactive quiz show in which callers use a premium rate
telephone service to try and get connected to a studio to take part in a quiz.

The complainant submits that the broadcast of Play TV on the 1* October 2009 was misleading and unfair.
The complainant raises an issue with the reasonableness and validity of the solution provided to the
quiz/puzzle. Viewers were asked to guess how many legs were on a bus: Peter, Paul, Tom and Gerry were
travelling on a tourist bus; each of them had 4 baskets; each basket held 4 cats; each cat had 4 kittens. No
caller provided the correct answer of 1,172.

The Committee would acknowledge that the methodologies used in quizzes/puzzles can vary in difficulty

and/or obviousness. It is also common that there can be an element of intricacy to a puzzle or quiz

guestion. What is important to the Committee is that the methodology and level of difficulty of the

puzzle/game are not misrepresented and the viewers misled. On viewing the broadcast and noting the

explanation provided by the broadcaster for the answer, the Committee was of the opinion that the answer

to the quiz was unreasonabl e. The game was presented a
in fact there was a cryptic nature to solving it.

The Committee found that the presentation was misleading and, as a result, viewers were unlikely to
discern the methodology required to arrive at the correct answer. The quiz was conducted unfairly.

The Committee found the broadcast was in breach of sections 6.1, 3.1.3, 3.1.4 and 3.3 of the General
Advertising Code and the complaint was upheld.

Back to index

Complaint made by: Mr. Francis Dunne Ref. No. 175/10

Station: Teleshopping: Date:

TV3 Play TV 26 January 2010

Complaint Summary:

Mr . Dunneds compl aint is submitted under theGemartaler t he

Advertising Code: sections 3.1 protecting the individual and society, 3.1.3 inaccurate or misleading, 3.1.4
omission of relevant information, 3.3 transparency and 6.1 rules pertaining to teleshopping). Mr. Dunne
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states that this show claims to be an interactive game show where members of the public are offered a
chance to enter competitions to solve puzzles.

At approximately 2 a.m., the presenter announced that they would be taking ten final calls from the public
who wished to solve a matchstick game. After all ten callers had been taken, the presenter then announced
that there would be fAfast connect i oThisds despitd het dtating
numerous times that the game had to end. The presenter also claimed that they would not have enough
time to have a new game. However, on the same night, they were able to complete three games at the start
of the show in approximately the same amount of time they had left.

At the end of the show, the presenter then announced that the same matchstick game would be continuing in
a subsequent broadcast and she did not provide the solution. On previous occasions, if a game was not
solved by the end of the show, the solution would be given.

Mr . Dunne believes that this is an alteration of

Stationbés Response:

TV3 states in relation to Mr.hDwnmeldsi miomgme nt ¢ b
show where members of the public are offered the chance to enter competitions to solve puzzles, TV3 point
out that Play TV had over two thousand winners of prizes amounting to tens of thousands of euro in prize
money. Play TV had no control over the number of correct answers received per broadcast and thus could
not control the number of prizes given away each night. TV3 draw attention to the list of daily winners of
Play TV quizzes on the Play TV website.

Mr. Dunne refers to a quiz where the presenter announced that she would take ten calls in an attempt to end
the game. The correct answer was not given in these ten calls and thus she could not finish the game. TV3
believes that Play TV is entitled to determine when a game ends and, if the audience appear to be enjoying a
game, they may carry it over to the next day if the broadcast runs out of time. TV3 states that this is
commonly done in game shows when the clock runs out. TV3 also points out that there is no obligation on
Play TV to divulge the solution if they wish to carry the game on the following evening.

TV3 regrets that Mr. Dunne believed it necessary to complain about Play TV as its intention is to provide
entertainment to its viewers and not give rise to concerns on their behalf.

TV3 points out that this service has been discontinued as of 6 March 2010.

Decision of Compliance Committee:

The Committee considered the broadcast and the written submissions of the complainant and the
broadcaster. The complainant submits that the broadcast of Play TV on the 26" January 2010 was
misleading, dishonest and unfair.
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The content of the programme is classified as teleshopping. Accordingly, the Committee considered the
complaint under the general principles and rules applying to teleshopping in the General Advertising Code, in
particular, sections:

6.1 The general principles and rules applying to all commercial communications and, where relevant,
the general rules pertaining to advertising shall apply to teleshopping.

3.1 All commercial communications shall be prepared with a sense of responsibility both to the
individual and to society and shall not prejudice the interests of either. All commercial
communications shall be legal, honest, decent and truthful.

3.1.3 Commercial communications shall not contain inaccurate or misleading claims, statements,
illustrations or representations, either direct or implied.

3.1.4 Commercial communications shall not omit relevant information in a manner that, in the result,
is misleading or is likely to mislead. This means that all pertinent details of an offer shall be stated in
a clear and understandable manner.

3.3 Commercial communications shall operate on the principle of transparency. Any commercial
arrangement within programming shall be identifiable as such and the listener/viewer shall be made
aware of such an arrangement.

The Committee noted that the programme is an interactive quiz show in which callers use a premium rate
telephone service to try and get connected to the studio to take part in a quiz.

The complainant raises an issue regarding the claims of the presenter about the duration of the game and
the use of countdown techniques.

The Committee would acknowledge that inherent to such interactive programming is the encouragement of
viewers to take part by the presenter, on-screen visuals such as flashing messages, the use of clocks and
countdowns. What is of concern to the Committee is that the claims of the presenter and use of such
techniques do not mislead the viewer.

On viewing the broadcast and the particular game referred to in the complaint, the Committee noted that the
game had been played for a period of approximately 30 minutes when the presenter announced that she

would accept answersfrom t he o6fi nal nine callersd and so viewers

next eight calls were connected over a period of 30 minutes. At that point, there were 12 minutes left until
the end of the programme. However, instead of taking the last caller as indicated earlier in the game, the
presenter informed viewers that, given the limited amount of time left, quick connections would be permitted
and calls would be accepted for that game until the end of the programme. The Committee noted that the
game did not finish at the end of the programme but was carried over until the next night, contrary to the
earlier claims of the presenter.

The Committee considered that the presenterds <cl ai ms
was not evident what the outcome of the countdown techniques were supposed to be. The Committee was
of the view that such claims and use of such techniques would have given viewers the impression that they
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had only a finite number of opportunities to play the game and to win the prize when this was not in fact the
case.

The Committee found that the claims of the presenter were misleading and the game was conducted
unfairly. The broadcast was found to be in breach of the sections 6.1, 3.1, 3.1.3, 3.1.4 and 3.3 of the
General Advertising Code.

Back to index

Complaint made by: Mr. Francis Dunne Ref. No. 190/10
Station: Teleshopping: Date:
TV3 Play TV 1 March 2010

Complaint Summary:

Mr . Dunneds compl aint is submitted wunder t heGenaral er
Advertising Code: sections 3.1 protecting the individual and society, 3.1.1 compliance with Irish legislation
and 6.1 rules pertaining to teleshopping). Mr. Dunne states that this broadcast commenced with the
presenter asking viewers to identify the name contained in a blue envelope. It was not until ten minutes later
that the presenter informed viewers that the name was that of a male. Other than this there was no further
information provided. Mr. Dunne states that given the infinite number of names in existence, the presenter
may as well have asked callers to pick a number between 1 and 38,000,000. The complainant contends that
entrants do not know the odds of guessing the correct answer as Play TV does not disclose the reference
source from which the name has been chosen.

Stationds Response:

TV3 states there were always clues given in games such as this. In this game the viewers were told early on
that it was a male name. If the presenters had given all the clues at the beginning of each game, there
would have been no opportunity for the prize money to build up nor would there have been any excitement or
element of skill required on the part of the viewer.

TV3 states that this service has been discontinued as of 6 March 2010.

Decision of Compliance Committee:
The Committee considered the broadcast and the written submissions of the complainant and the
broadcaster. The complainant submits that the broadcast of Play TV on the 1* March 2010 was unfair.

The content of the programme is classified as teleshopping. Accordingly, the Committee considered the
complaint under the general principles and rules applying to teleshopping in the General Advertising Code, in
particular, sections:

6.1 The general principles and rules applying to all commercial communications and, where relevant,
the general rules pertaining to advertising shall apply to teleshopping.
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3.1 All commercial communications shall be prepared with a sense of responsibility both to the
individual and to society and shall not prejudice the interests of either. All commercial
communications shall be legal, honest, decent and truthful.

3.1.1 All commercial communications shal | comply with applicable Irish a

The Committee noted that the programme is an interactive quiz show in which callers use a premium rate
telephone service to try and get connected to a studio to take part in a quiz.

The complainant raises an issue with the fairness of the quiz played on the programme due to the nature of

the quiz; find the name in the envelope. The Committee would acknowledge that the methodologies used in
quizzes/puzzles can vary in difficulty and/or obviousness. What is, or is not, an obvious answer is also

open to subjectivity. What is important to the Committee is that the methodology and level of difficulty is not
misrepresented and the viewers misled. On viewing the broadcast, the Committee noted that at that start of

the quiz viewers were asked to find a name and | ust oV
name. Subsequently, the presenter provided other clues including that the name began with D and the

second letter was O. The Committee would acknowledge that there were, as submitted by the complainant,

a number of possible correct answers to this quiz. However, in order to win the monetary prize, viewers had

to provide one particular name which had been chosen by the producers of the programme. There was no

particular knowledge, skill or methodology required to arrive at the correct solution, rather viewers were

being asked to 6guessdé the correct name. The Committ ece
and accordingly, the complaint was upheld with regard to sections 6.1, 3.1, and 3.1.1 of the General

Advertising Code.

Back to index

Complaint made by: Prof. Patricia Casey Ref. No. 7/10
Station: Programme: Date:
Newstalk 106-108 The Wide Angle 29 November 2009

Complaint Summary:

Prof . Caseybdbs compl aint i s submitted under the Broadcac
and impartiality in current affairs). The complainant states that she was invited as a guest onto the

programme to review the newspapers. Two other guests were also present along with the presenter, Karen

Coleman.

The newspaper headlines were dominated by discussions about the Murphy Report on clerical sexual abuse.
Prof. Casey expressed her abhorrence at the cover-up, called for the bishops named in the report to resign
and for reform in the hierarchical structure of the church. On air the presenter stated that she was receiving
a lot of comments from listeners taking issue with what she had said. She read out three, two of which were
not related to the issue of clerical abuse and were not linked to anything Prof. Casey had said. The third was
from Senator Norris, another Newstalk presenter, who in fact presents the programme transmitted
immediately before The Wide Angle.
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He commented upon the content of the programme and did so with a fairly abusive attack upon Prof.
Caseyds views in respect of a c¢omplerce te hnything she bad aasided s ubj
throughout the programme. On foot of his comments, the presenter put it to Prof. Casey that she

represented an element in society in this country which has probably forgiven, forgotten or ignored the kind

of abuse that these people had been capable of over the years. Prof. Casey was astonished by these

comments and in consequence she asked Ms. Coleman to repeat the question and made explicit, on air, her

concerns about such a question. She reiterated her absolute condemnation of the abuse.

Prof. Caseyb6s reasons for making this complaint are as

+ Prof. Casey believes that she was unfairly and aggressively treated by Ms. Coleman. No matter what
she said (and it did not differ from what the other guests said) she seemed determined to pigeonhole
Prof. Casey resulting in an unbalanced, hostile and unfair interview. The interview was thus neither
objective nor impartial.

+ Prof. Casey does not know how many comments were received from listeners taking issue with what
she had said but none of those that she read on air related to anything that she said, despite her
claim. This raises the possibility that she was not being objective in her dealings with Prof. Casey.

#+ Prof. Casey cannot complain about the views of Senator Norris but she finds it disturbing that
presenters are allowed to respond to and/or express views on the comments of guests on other
programmes on the same station, using the public response facilities of such programmes. It raises
the suspicion of station presenters co-operating together to manipulate the direction of public
discussion.

+ The content of the e-mail is remarkable in that it purports to express how appalled the
Senator/programme presenter was at what Prof. Casey had just said. In fact, what she had just said
was that bishops should resign and the church should be restructured. A suspicion is therefore
reasonably raised that the comments were not related to what had been broadcast or transmitted but
were part of a deliberate policy to set up the interview in an unfair, partial and non objective manner
and thereby manipulate the direction of the programme.

Stationbds Response:

Newstalk 106-1 08 st ates t hat in the first paragraph of Prof .
Coleman read out three comments from listeners, two of which were i n o t related to the is
abuse and wer e not Althreelkandents werarelgvantta Rrog Gasey and the context of

the discussion on clerical abuse, following the publication of the Murphy Report and Prof. Casey is incorrect

in claiming otherwise. Two of the comments related to concerns about the care of people who had been

sexually abused by clerics. They wanted to put their points directly to Prof. Casey, in her capacity as a

psychiatrist. Their points were therefore relevant and Newstalk was entitled to air those comments and put

them to Prof. Casey.

S —
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In her complaint, Prof. Casey fails to state that Karen Coleman specifically stated that in no way was she
suggesting that Professor Casey was a defender of paedophiles. When Prof. Casey expressed her outrage
at the nature of the question, Karen rephrased the question and included a plural element and went on to
ask, in the same questionifi we 6 ve hi @ a e &igrnaredathe problems and the conduct of the church
over the years?o

Prof. Casey had plenty of time to respond to the question and put her points live on air and completely
reiterate her condemnation of the abuse. She was given every possible opportunity to rebut any critical
views and to clearly state her opinions on the matter. Prof. Casey remained on in studio for a further half
hour. Prof. Casey also went on to comment on other topics and was treated with appropriate respect.
Newstalk 106-108 questions if Prof. Casey had been so offended why did she remain on in studio and why
did she continue to participate in the programme?

Senator Norris contacted the programme to express his views on what Prof. Casey had been saying during
the programme and Karen Coleman put his point to Prof. Casey. The following is a transcript of that
exchange on The Wide Angle:

iSenator David Norris has sent us in a text
preaching in support of these bishops for years. She uses their teachings to say that gay people like
myself arendét fit to have children. As k hcalled
pillars of society treatment of childreno.

Newstalk states it is incorrect of Prof. Casey to claim the above comment was unrelated to anything she has
said during the programme as Senator Norris was
history of support for the Catholic Church and he used her views about gay people as a way to illustrate that
point. As a member of Seanad Eireann, Senator David Norris is perfectly entitled to contact The Wide Angle
and to make a comment on what he has heard on the programme. He is a senior and very well respected
member of Irish Society and Newstalk is well within its rights to read out his views.

Newstalk rejects the suggestion from Prof. Casey that presenters colluded together to shape the editorial
directi on of The WideAngheshow.i KargndiColeman had not spoken to nor met Senator Norris
for quite some time before the broadcast. Newstalk further states that Sunday with Norris is a 1 hour pre-
recorded show and Senator Norris was not in the Newstalk building on Sunday morning.

Prof. Casey made a serious allegation concerning the editorial policy of Newstalk. Newstalk states this is an
outrageous statement to make and one they reject.

Decision of Compliance Committee:
The Committee considered the broadcast and the written submissions of the complainant and the
broadcaster. In assessing this complaint, the Committee had to have regard to the Section 48(1)(a) of the
Broadcasting Act 2009, which requires:
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]
dhat the broadcast treatment of current affairs, including matters which are either of public
controversy or the subject of current public debate, is fair to all interests concerned and that the
broadcast matter is presented in an objective and impartial manner and without any expression of the
broadcasterds own views. 0

The Committee noted the submission of the broadcaster included an apology which had been aired by the
broadcaster. The Committee would acknowledge that the apology specifically addressed the
statement/question complained of.

The Committee would accept that a broadcaster has editorial independence and responsibility for its
programme content and the interviewees/contributors it invites onto a programme. The Committee would

also acknowledge that a regular feature of The Wide Anglepr ogr amme i s the ONewspaper

programme makers have editorial independence as to what newspaper articles are chosen for review and
discussion. Regular listeners to the programme would also be aware that the contributors taking part in the
review are asked to give their own opinions and views on particular newspaper stories. Where the news
story contains a matter of public interest and debate, the broadcaster is statutorily required to ensure fairness,
balance and obijectivity in its treatment of the matter. The broadcaster has editorial control over how this
requirement is met for example, by a difference of views among the contributors, and/or by the presenter.

In this broadcast, the contributors invited to review the newspaper stories were: Prof. Patricia Casey,

psychiatrist and patron of t he Gemaldleane ofKeanhet Qolicitors; @ridt h e

Ms. Joan Burton, T.D., Deputy Leader of the Labour Party.

On hearing this part of the programme, the Committee noted that the first topic discussed was the Murphy
Report and the condemnation of the newspapers of revelations of how the Church covered up clerical child
abuse. The complainant raises an issue with how she was questioned by the presenter on this matter. The
Committee noted that at all times the complainant expressed her abhorrence at the actions of the Catholic
hierarchy in dealing with clerical child abuse and called for reform within the hierarchy of the Church. Early in
the discussion, the presenter put it to the complainant that the lona Institute supports the Catholic Church and
takes a conservative Catholic approach on many issues. She asked the complainant how, in light of the

revel ations of the Churchés handling of child abuse,

Church. In her response, the complainant noted that the Catholic Church is not defined by the hierarchy of
the Church but is constituted of ordinary people like herself, the general population. She opined that the
Church required new structures to provide for more accountability and to allow lay people to have a more
prominent role.

Later in the discussion and before an interval, the presenter informed the complainant that she had received
texts from listeners taking issue with what she had said on the programme. After the interval, she stated
there haaspdieceemf Ot ext s . dgwevem sent heahing nwid of the texts, the Committee
considered these comments to be unfair. The two texts read out by the presenter were not critical of what the
complainant had said on the programme or of her position as patron of the lona Institute but related to the
issue of sufferers of abuse being admitted to psychiatric hospitals. The texts called upon her to answer
specific questions about psychiatric hospitals in her role as a psychiatrist. The Committee noted that she
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]
was not given an opportunity to answer these texts until much later in the discussion when she returned to
these questions of her own accord. Instead, the presenter asked her to respond to a third text which related
to her past support of the bishops and their moral teachings. The complainant responded that she had her
own system of ethics which was grounded in the teachings of Christ and that she disagreed with the bishops.

The presenter then acknowledged thatetdbphtbmpbai bahtsta

6 Wel | I suppose maybe that you represent an el ement
forgiven, forgotten or ignored the kind of abuse that these people had been capable of over the
years. 6

She t he ncoudsdudaoneof the people representative of society who has excused, hidden away or
ignored the problems and conduct of the church over the years?

The Committee would acknowledge that there is an onus on the presenter to explore and/or challenge the
assertions/claims of the contributors to a discussion on an issue of current affairs. In the opinion of the

Committee, the complainant had not made any comments or statements up until that point on the programme

which justified the pr e dtbéadnebadssin tietpedceding disctissian wreond theo n .
contributors. The Committee considered this line of questioning to be inappropriate, unjustified and contrary

to what the complainant had asserted at all times in the preceding discussion. The Committee would also
acknowledge that it may have been perceived as <critica
The Committee also noted the presentation style and was of the view that the presenter adopted a more
challenging style of questioningand r esponse to the complainantdés respon:
they were no different to those of the other contributors on the programme. Further, the Committee noted

that the presenter did not suf fi ci positioh gnd answlera egatdiegd g e t h e
the matter under discussion up until that point and, in effect, called upon her to repeat what she had already

said.

With regard to the source of the text message, the broadcaster has editorial independence and in this
regard, is free to choose who participates in its programming. This includes deciding whether to use a
guestion that has been sent to the programme by e-mail. Such responsibility lies solely with the broadcaster
and accordingly, is not within the scope of the Committee for assessment.

The Committee considered that the interview with the complainant in the programme was conducted in an
unfair and non objective manner. The complaint was upheld with regard to section 48(1)(a) fairness,
objectivity and impartiality.

Back to index
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Rejected/Invalid Complaints

Complaint made by: Ms. Patricia McKenna Ref. No. 565/09 and 566/09
Station: Broadcast: Date:
RTE Radio 1 Referendum Commission T Lisbon Treaty 1 & 2 October 2009

Complaint Summary:

Ms . Mc Kennads compl aints are submitted under t he

Advertising Code: sections 3.1.2 and 3.1.3 protecting the individual and society and 9 prohibited
communication). The perceived purpose of the Referendum Commission broadcasts was to inform or explain
to the voters how the proposed Constitutional Amendment and its text would affect the Irish Constitution,
which is the primary statutory duty of that body under the Referendum Acts. However, the broadcasts
focused instead on issues that were perceived to

Br oc

have

Treaty in the first referendum. These issues, includi

of voting strength were presented in an extremely positive and pro-Lisbon propagandist form. Some of the
statements, while not necessarily untrue, are one-sided and tendentious and clearly geared to encouraging a
positive political attitude to the Lisbon Treaty and support for a Yes vote among those hearing the broadcasts.
Other statements and claims relating to the QMV voting system in the Council and the retention of an EU
Commissioner are, in fact, false and misleading and not based on the facts.

Thebr oadcast before the 1 O06¢cl ock Righvwew, some dedisens heed
every one of the 27 EU countries to agree to it. Others are decided by a sort of majority called a qualified
majority. In this system, each country has a certain number of votes, with smaller countries such as Ireland
having more votes per head than the bigger ones. If the Lisbon Treaty is ratified some decisions which
currently have to be unanimous will be decided in future by this Qualified Majority Voting system.o

of

This is a totally false statement as Athis Qualified
ones

Il reland having more votes per head than t Oreoftihe qmose r

important changes in the Lisbon Treaty is the change in the voting system for making European laws,
whereby Ireland and other small member states lose half their share of the vote, while the largest member
states increase their voting power by from 50% to 100%. This is a fundamental shift of voting power from the
small to big member states. Under Lisbon, the six largest member states will increase their share of the vote
in the Council from 49% today to over 70%. The 21 smallest countries will reduce their combined share from
51% to less than 30%. Ireland will halve its vote from 2.0% today to 0.9%.

Thi s br oadc a dlftthe idbendreaytisanot eatifiedfithe rules say that in future, not every member
state will have a member of the Commission. But if the Lisbon Treaty is ratified, the European Council has
declared that each country, including Ireland, will have a Commissioner into the future.o

This statement is telling voters that they will lose the Irish Commissioner if they voted No, but will keep it if
they vote Yes.

.
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The fact is that Art. 213 TEC of the Nice Treaty guarantees a Commissioner for each EU member state until
all member states unanimously agree on a reduction. The Lisbon Treaty on the other hand reduces the
Commission to 18 members until the member states unanimously agree to continue with one Commissioner
each. They have decided to make that amendment politically - at least until the next enlargement of the EU.

Therefore, the next EU Commission will consist of one Commissioner from each Member State, regardless of
whether the Irish vote Yes or No. The statement deliberately conceals this fact and instead gives the false
impression that voting No would result in the actual loss of a Commissioner.

It is also worth pointing out that the delivery of this broadcast by the speaker also played a role in that
emphasis was put on certain words to give greater effect. The underline and bold are strongly emphasized.

AAnd then there is the European Commi ssi onythatinfdturet he Li ¢
not every member state will have a member of the Commission. But if the Lisbon Treaty is ratified the

European Council has declared that each country including Ireland willhavea c¢c ommi ssi oner i nto t
Therefore, Ms. McKenna submits, this broadcast is misleading and thus in breach of Section 48 (1) (d)
(advertising codes), section 3.1.2 of these codes stati
spoken or visual presentation which is calculated to mislead eitherdir ect | y or by i mplicationo
In relation to the shorter broadcasts which were carried repeatedly on RTE up to and including polling day,

they are either selective, designed to portray the Lisbon Treaty in a positive light or are designed to allay the

concerns of particular voters concerned about EU militarization, workers rights and moral issues. The first of

these shorter bBoadonashs ngt aned hi@ Treaty can reduce t}
policy on military neutrality, or our laws on a b o r t iFacuasing on three of the recognized concerns of the

voters and stressing, in effect, that there is nothing to be concerned about, implies support for the Treaty.

The choice of the term Amilitary n enatyrcantaing a "Solidarityh or e s t
clause, a mutual defence clause and a clause requiring States to "progressively to improve their military

capabilities”. Ireland hasnooptout of these provisions and, as such, t h
neutral ity can be interpreted as a clear attempt to infl
from the content of the actual Treaty in the area of militarization.

Likewise, the claim that #Anothing i n ertshtentiohaweayftomthe an r ed

implication of the ECJ rulings which will be copper fastened by the Treaty. The Laval Court case forbids
trade unions from taking industrial action for higher wages than the statutory minimum or the generally
applicable national wage standard. This means that 95% of Irish workers earning more than the country's
mi ni mum wage of 08.65 an hour may b efastering & thdt eedlictcb y t

The other short broadcast, which focuses on the voting system in the EU Council, gives voters the impression
that the Lisbon Treaty will improve this system with emphasis on the fact that a certain number of countries
mu st agree and that a certain percentage of t he
However, to omit the fact that Il relandbs voting

benefit of the big States in the new system proposed by Lisbon, gives people a false impression of

Compliance Committee Meeting 11 May 2010 14/45

he Li
EU po
streng



security. The phrase fot her esithe bstemeowithdtieearudial, utrnisieadidg, signal that this
is a good thing.

The broadcasts complained of above were designed to dispel concern on the Lisbon Treaty and therefore

were capable of affecting peoplhensetheipwte.i MsiMckehna subneitsys
that the broadcasts are therefore fidirected towards

the Lisbon Treaty. The messages in these broadcasts were designed with a specific objective and were
clearly capable of influencing the voting attitudes of those who heard them. These broadcasts were
uncontested and gave a great advantage to one side of the Lisbon Treaty debate. This is illegal for
broadcasters in the State and Ms. McKenna would urge the Compliance Committee, in the interests of
protecting voters from such propagandist advertising in future referenda, to uphold this view.

Ms. McKenna adds that she has consulted a number of experts with regard to these broadcasts and they
agree with her that they are indeed designed to secure support for the Lisbon Treaty and that some of the
claims therein are indeed misleading and false. If necessary, she can supply supporting statements from
these people.

The fact that these broadcasts were made at prime listening time and right up to, and including polling day,
would have had a profound impact on those who heard them and, so Ms. McKenna believes, infringe our

constitutional right to a fair and balanced referendum campaign.

Referendum Commpasei onds Res

The Referendum Commi ssionds principal function is

electorate in respect of the referendum proposal. The Commission is required by the Referendum Act 1998,
as amended, to prepare one or more statements containing a general explanation of the subject matter of the
referendum proposal and any other information relation to those matters that the Commission considers
appropriate. The Commission is further required to publish and distribute those statements in such manner
as the Commission considers most likely to bring them to the attention of the electorate. The Commission is
also charged with promoting public awareness and encouraging the electorate to vote at the poll.

n
a p

The Commi ssionbéwhiltho adcastthsee subject of Ms . Mc Kennads

Referendum Commission in order to fulfil this statutory mandate. The broadcasts do not attempt or purport
either to advance or to rebut Yes or No arguments. Since the enactment of the Referendum Act 2001, the
Commission does not deal with the pro or anti arguments, nor does it deal with the merits or de-merits of the

referendum proposal. By definition, therefore, t he

and are consistent with the letter and spirit of the BAI guidelines. The referendum is an extremely important
public event; the Referendum Commission has a critical role to play in that event and the broadcasts in
guestion were very i mp o fitmam dfthdatmle.t he Commi ssi onbés f

The Referendum Commission is satisfied that it performed its functions in a fair and impartial manner and it
rejects any charges to the contrary.
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Stationbés Response:

RTE states that, as has been the practice for many years, RTE radio and television transmitted a number of

Referendum Commission inserts in the run up to the Lisbon Treaty referendum which took place on 2

October 2009. Some were paid for, and some were free. The former were scattered throughout the
schedulesonall RTE channel s, the | atter were scheduled in Atra
slots, generally around main news programmes.

Under the Broadcasting Act 2009, RTE is permitted to transmit statements commissioned by the Referendum
Commission. The restriction on broadcasting advertisements directed towards political ends (found in section
41.3) does not apply to the Referendum Commission (41.6).

The legislative basis for PPBs is found in the 1960 Broadcasting Act. A decision of the Supreme Court
determined that PPBs could only be broadcast where there was a balance between the political parties
campaigning. Where political parties are not balanced (i.e. where the majority of parties supporting one side
in a referendum) RTE has developed the practice of giving the Referendum Commission the equivalent
airtime which would have been assigned to PPBs without charge.

Referendum Commission Broadcasts were of two minutes duration and were scheduled on the 10 days

leading up to polling day. On RTE One television, the first five of these were transmitted after the 6.01 News

and the second five afterthe Ni ne 006 c |. ®a RTENwowelevision, the broadcasts were scheduled for

the same 10 days between 9pm and 10pm each evening. On RTE Radio 1, the ten broadcasts were

scheduled just before the News at One. On RT£ 2FM at RTEG6s reqguest, the R
agreed to replace their 2 minute Commission Broadcast with the equivalent amount of unpaid for broadcasts

which were transmitted throughout the schedules. It was felt by RTE that the shorter duration was more

suitable for the 2FM audience. Referendum Commission Broadcasts were also scheduled on RTE Raidi6 na

Gaeltachta and on RTE lyric fm.

This complaint is taken on the grounds that advertisements shall not

€ contain inaccurate or misleading claims, statements,
(Section 3.1.3 of the General Advertising Code)

As the Referendum Commission Broadcasts are not categorised as advertisements and have a different

|l egislative basi s, RTE is assuming Ms. M cdtisteoulchba Boted ¢ o mp | a
t hat t he identical broadcasts wer e al so made on ot hei
understands that a number of commercial broadcasters sought the advice of the Broadcasting Commission of

Ireland (BCI) before transmission.

Due to the replacement in Atraditionald PPB slots on [
consider both types of broadcasts by the Referendum Commission. It should be noted that under section

41(6) of the Broadcasting Act, 2009 requirements in regard to objectivity and impartiality do not apply to

PPBs. In pointing this out RTE is not saying that the Referendum Commission Broadcasts failed to be

impartial and objective.
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Al advertisements broadcast on RTE£ ar e sThibg¢ommittee t 0 RT ¢
previews all advertising copy to ensure that all relevant codes are fully adhered to. The committee read the

scripts of the Referendum Commission and decided that they complied with all requirements. The committee

was mindful that the Referendum Commission is obliged by law to provide the public with objective

information and is precluded from any advocacy role. The committee was also mindful that the Referendum

Commission is chaired by a High Court judge who would clearly ensure that the Commission was fully

compliant with all legal requirements.

It should be noted that the Referendum Commission Broadcasts were not previewed and cleared by the RTE

Copy Clearance Committee as they were not considered advertisements. The Broadcasts were previewed

by the secretary of the RTE Referendum Steering Group and cleared. RTE acknowledges at this point that

Mr. Feeney isthe secretary of t hat Group, but do not see any
response to Ms. Mc Kennads complaints to the BAI

Decision of Compliance Committee:

The Committee considered the broadcasts, the submissions made by the complainant, the Referendum
Commission and the broadcaster. In assessing these complaints, the Committee had to have regard to the
General Advertising Code. The Committee noted that the focus of the broadcasts was the pending
referendum on the Lisbon Treaty and that the statements broadcast were placed by the Referendum
Commission.

The Committee further considered the nature of the entity/legislative status of the Referendum Commission
and also the exclusion granted to it from the prohibition on political advertising under section 41(6) of the
Broadcasting Act, 2009. Further, there were two versions broadcast, one which was paid for, and the other,
unpaid for.

In assessing complaints, the Committee endeavours to afford due process to all relevant parties. This
includes ensuring the Committee treats all written submissions in respect of a complaint in a fair, thorough
and transparent manner. Accordingly, in assessing these complaints the Committee also had regard to
particular argument in the submissions of both the broadcaster and the Referendum Commission which
required consideration prior to making a determination, or otherwise, on the actual substance of the
complaints.

In particular, the Committee considered the definition of commercial communication as detailed in the
General Advertising Code and whether it applies to the broadcasts in this instance. The Committee also
considered the particular provisions of the Referendum Act 1998 as amended, under which the Referendum
Commission was established. The Committee also had regard to the fact that the broadcasts were made
following direction from the Department of Communications, Energy and Natural Resources.

Viewers and/or listeners can submit complaints concerning commercial communications to the Broadcasting
Authority of Ireland under the General Advertising Codes. These Codes include the following definitions:
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Commercial communication: anyform of announcement on radio and television coming within the
recognised character of advertising, sponsorship and teleshopping and any other form of commercial
promotion. 6

Advertisement: 6 any f o annobuncement broadcast in return for payment or for similar
consideration or broadcast for self-promotional purposes by a public or private undertaking in
connection with a trade, business, craft or profession in order to promote the supply of products or
services, including i mmovable property, activities,

The Committee gave consideration to whether the broadcast items constitute either advertisements or

commercial communications as defined by the General Advertising Code. The Referendum Commission

submits that it was established with particular functions, which in the main concerned the pending referendum

at that time. The placement of the broadcasts was done to fulfil a statutory mandate. The Committee

considered these issues in the context of the definitions as detailed above and in this regard, found that it

would be reasonable to contend that the broadcasts are not commercial communications as they were not in
connect i on awliet,h baisG ness, aodaftthegr wer e firmoméritodpm@otedneast O
supply of product or s er v Thiseantention.appliea to bothtthe broadchstsy thep ay me n
paid and the unpaid versions.

The Committee noted that the broadcasts were made following direction from the relevant Ministerial
Government Department pursuant to Section 5(2) of the Referendum Act, 1998, and therefore, broadcast

time was required to be allocated by the broadcaster for such broadcasts. Given that the broadcasts were

Omust carryo statements of t he Referendum Commi ssi on,
submission that it had no copy clearance function in respect of the content of the broadcasts was reasonable.

Further, section 2(3) of the Referendum Act 1998 states:

dhe Commi ssion shall be independent in the perfor ma
Sections 41(3) and 41(6) of the Broadcasting Act 2009 state:

6 ( 3) A ftarrshath mbithaoadcast an advertisement which is directed towards a political end or

which has any relation to an industrial di spute. o

And

0 ( Bupsection (3) does not apply to advertisements broadcast at the request of the Referndum

Commissioninrelation t o a matter referred to in section 3 of
While the description Oadvertisementsd is wused in this
request of the Referendum Commission, they are stated to be advertisements6i n r el ati on to a ma
to in section 3 of Act of THs®&®nasameodedincludegy a ref er endum.

03. (1) The Commi ssion shall have, in addition to a

of this Act, the following principal functions in relation to the referendum in respect of which it is

established:
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]
(a) to prepare one or more statements containing a general explanation of the subject matter
of the proposal and of the text thereof in the relevant Bill and any other information relating to
those matters that the Commission considers appropriate;

(b) to publish and distribute those statements in such a manner and by such means including
the use of television, radio and other electronic media as the Commission considers most
likely to bring them to the attention of t

The Committee was of the opinion that it is evident from section 41(6) of the Broadcasting Act 2009 that the
Referendum Commission is permitted to broadcast statements that are directed towards a political end.
Further, the matters referred to in section 3 of the 1998 Act have none of the attributes of an advertisement
as that term is used in the General Advertising Code. It is the view of the Committee that the main thrust of
section 41(6) is that statements broadcast on behalf of the Referendum Commission are in substance no
more than, or may be deemed to be, statements directed towards a political end but are nonetheless to be
exempt from the general prohibition on such statements.

In summary, the Committee found that given the particular statutory remit and stated independence of the
Referendum Commission, the context and circumstance of the broadcasts, including the fact that the
broadcasters &édmust treaRefergndum IConomission,athe thiwaddasts in question do not
come within the scope of the General Advertising Code and, therefore, that the Committee has no function in
respect of the matter. In this context, the complaints were determined to be invalid.

Back to index

Complaint made by: Mr. Sam Clements Ref. Nos. 183/10 1 188/10
Station: Programme: Date:
Newstalk 106 -108 Lunchtime with Eamon Keane 27 January 2010

28 January 2010
4 February 2010
15 February 2010
Off the Ball 27 January 2010
19 February 2010

Complaint Summary:

Mr . Clementsd complaints are submitted wunder t he
Code of Programme Standards, section 3.3.2 coarse and offensive language). The complainant states that

he wishes to object to the persistent use of offensive language on Newstalk. Throughout the radio spectrum

there is now an accepted usage of such offensive language but Newstalk continues to be the biggest culprit.

The following are examples of both unedited commentary and unedited text messages:

Lunchtime with Eamon Keane

- Eamon Keane speaking with John McGuinness, T.D. on 27 January, 2010 - 183/10

1) A...the shite jobso.
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2) itough shiteo.

- Eamon Keane speaking with Eddie Hobbs on 28 January, 2010 i 184/10
3y A...that old shitebo.

- Eamon Keane reading out messages from listeners on 4 February, 2010 i 185/10
4) imi stake me arseo.

- Eamon Keane speaking with Frank Fahy, TD on 15 February, 20107 186/10

5) Abl I shito
6) istop this pissing around?o.
Off the Ball

7) Three Newstalk presenters in conversation on 27 January, 2010 concerning Jimmy Bullard, a
professional football player employed by Fulham FC i 187/10.

In quite the most disgusting example of offensiveness Mr. Clements has ever heard, one of the
presenters recounted a jape engaged in by Bullard and his teammates. It involved a person, in full view
of the group of players, defecating in a manner so as the human waste would fall into a waiting glass
undernea t h . The Newstalk quote is A...drop a shite into

8) Presenter Ger Gilroy read out 3 texts (verbatim) containing coarse language i 188/10.

=t

a) .writing shi7B0OiaZRB3pmt it o
b) sex addict, : m&d&ir7s$®kpmn } all 19 February, 2010
C) fiwhat a | oad :of 7480 V.%1pnx O

R 3t

Stationbds Response:
Newstalk 106 -108 states that they are not engaged in the persistent use of offensive language. In relation
to Lunchtime with Eamon Keane the language is coarse but is in no way used to offend.

In relation to the Off the Ball complaints, the language does not set out to cause offence. Off the Ball is
Newstal kéds nightly sports show aimed at an adul't audi
specific regard to 187/10, the material was broadcast post 9pm.

Decision of Compliance Committee:

The Committee has considered the broadcasts, the submissions made by the complainant and the
broadcaster. The complaints concern the use of language during various broadcasts of the programmes
Lunchtime with Eamon Keane and Off the Ball. In assessing the complaints, the Commission had to have
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regard to the Code of Programme Standards and in particular section 3.3.2, coarse and offensive language.
Under this Code, the Committee must also consider the context in which the language was used, the type of
programmes, presentation styles and audience expectations.

With regard to the Lunchtime with Eamon Keane broadcasts, the Committee noted that in discussing the
main topical issues of the day such as the reversal in pay cuts for senior civil servants, the banking scandals
and NAMA and the controversy concerning hangar 6 at Dublin airport, the presenter did use the language as
submitted by the complainant. The Committee would accept that the programme is aimed at an adult
audience and the regular listener would be aware of the style of presentation of the presenter. The
Committee also had to have regard to the actual language used. On hearing the various broadcasts, it was
evident that the language used by the presenter on occasion was based on colloquialism. Further, the actual
words used by the presenter would not be considered as coarse and/or offensive by many listeners and this
fact is borne out by the research conducted by the BAI in the development of the Code of Programme
Standards. The Committee also noted that the presenter dealt with the subject matter in a serious manner
and it was evident that the language was not used gratuitously and/or to offend. The questions were posed
to elicit information on the topics under discussion. While the Committee would acknowledge that some
listeners may not like the use of such colloquial language, when heard in the context of the particular
broadcasts and regular audience expectation, the use was unlikely to cause widespread offence.

With regard to the broadcasts of Off the Ball, the Committee again had to have regard to the context in which
the language was used, the type of programme, presentation style and audience expectation. On hearing
the broadcast items, the Committee found that given the context of the use of the language, the broadcasts
could not be considered to breach the Code of Programme Standards as submitted by the complainant.
While the Committee would understand why the complainant may not like the language, the Committee had
to be cognisant that the language was used in a programme aimed at an adult audience which is well-known
for its somewhat irreverent presentation style. The programme to a large extent is based on the banter
between the presenters and regular listeners would expect irreverent humour and also, language of a
colloquial nature. The Committee also noted that the potential for the language used in these particular
broadcasts to cause offence is not high according to the research conducted by the BAI when developing the
Code of Programme Standards. Given this fact coupled with the context of its use and the specific station
and programmes, the Committee was of the opinion that the content was not unduly offensive.

While ack nowl edgi ng the complainantés dislike of the wuse
broadcast station and style of the programmes, the language was unlikely to cause widespread offence in

these instances. The complaints were rejected with regard to Section 48(1)(b)(harm & offence, the Code of
Programme Standards, section 3.3.2 coarse and offensive language in programming).

Back to index

Complaint made by: Ms. Jane Arigho, Headline Ref. No. 196/10
Station: Programme: Date:
RTE Radio 1 Today with Pat Kenny 4 March 2010
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Complaint Summary:

Ms . Arighods complaint i s submitted on behalf of He ac
48(1)(b)(harm and offence, the Code of Programme Standards: 2.2 due care; 3.4.2 discrimination against

persons with disability; 3.4.3 persons and groups). The complainant states during an interview on this
programme, Al an Dukes said #l al ways (adeadendercy tewvargs t hat f
Schizophrenia. You know, | arrive for a cabinet meeting saying | have good news and | have bad news. The

good news is we have a strong currency. The bad news is we have a strong currency. These things cut

both ways 0. the Nhgoaad Meadia monitoring programme for Mental Health and suicide received

complaints from the public about this interview on the grounds that it is offensive to people with
Schizophrenia and could also lead to further confusion and misunderstanding about Schizophrenia. Ms.

Arigho states that while Headline understands that it is impossible to anticipate comments being made in live

interviews, it is the responsibility of the interviewer to address any inappropriate language or suggestions

made in relation to mental illness.

Stationds Response:

RTE states that Today with Pat Kenny had a live discussion on the state of the Irish economy with Kevin
Gardiner of Barclays Wealth and Alan Dukes, former Finance Minister and currently on the board of Anglo
Irish Bank. The discussion was a serious overview of the Irish economy and in particular its competitiveness
and prospects for growth.

During the course of discussion Alan Dukes said that Finance Ministers had a tendency towards
schizophrenia. Ms. Arigho represents Headline which monitors the media for examples of inappropriate use
of language in regard to mental health. In her view Alan Dukes misused the term schizophrenia and
therefore the programme breached the Code of Programme Standards in regard to Harm and Offence. The
relevant parts of the code are found in Section 3 Content Rules where it is stated in section 3.4.2 that
programme material shall not support discrimination against any person or section of the community in
particular on the basis of &€ d i s a®ectibni 3438 states that broadcasters shall take measures to ensure
that programme material does not stereotype or stigmatise those people with a disability.

RTE fully supports the relevant section of the code and would not knowingly broadcast anything which
discriminates against people with disabilities. In this particular instance, RTE believe that the use of the term
schizophrenia did not breach the code. Mr. Dukes used the term to describe how Finance Ministers might be
perceived as having inconsistent attitudes towards their financial figures. Mr. Dukes used the word
schizophrenia in a colloquial sense which listeners would have understood did not refer in any way to people
with mental illness.

Ms. Arigho acknowledges that the term was used in a live interview and could not have been anticipated.
She argues however that there was a responsibility on the interviewer to have addressed this inappropriate
use of language. RTE does not accept this and believe that it would have made no sense whatsoever for
Mr. Pat Kenny to have challenged Mr. Dukes on his use of the term. This was a serious discussion on the
economy; an interruption to challenge the use of a word would have simply distracted listeners and would
have been largely incomprehensible. It would have appeared to listeners that Mr. Kenny was reprimanding
Mr. Dukes over his use of language. This is hardly the function of the presenter.
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RTE endorses the ambition of Headline to ensure that the media does not contribute to any misconception
about mental health; but does not accept that this particular case can be regarded as an example of this.

Decision of Compliance Committee:

The Committee has considered the broadcast, the submissions of the complainant and the broadcaster. The
complaint concerns the use of the word schizophrenia in the course of a discussion on a broadcast of the
programme Today with Pat Kenny. In assessing the complaint, the Committee had to have regard to the
Code of Programme Standards and in particular, 2.2 due care and 3.4 persons and groups in society.

The Committee noted the presenterds introduction to the
the pending content; the current economic crisis in Ireland would be explored and also, the affects of outside
influences such as the current difficulties in Greece. The subsequent discussion dealt with these matters
and the Committee noted that the tone and manner of presentation and the contribution from the two guests,
were professional and serious. The complaint concerns the use of a particular word; schizophrenia. On
hearing the broadcast, the Committee found that the word was used in an accepted metaphorical sense to
highlight the complexities of the role of the Minister for Finance as Mr. Alan Dukes had experienced it. The
context was the contradictory natures of a strong currency in economic terms and on hearing the piece, it
was evident that this was the context intended. The word was used in a manner that falls within its accepted
usage, as defined by the Oxford English Dictionary. The Committee found that it would not be reasonable to
infer that the comment was referring to people with mental illness. Nor would it be reasonable to infer that
the use of the word supported discrimination and/or stigmatised people with a disability.

In this regard, the Committee was of the view that its use in this instance was appropriate and could not be
considered harmful or offensive and also, there was no evidence of discrimination or stigmatisation of people
with a disability. The complaint was rejected with regard to the Code of Programme Standards, sections 2.2
due care and 3.4 persons and groups in society.

Back to index

Complaint made by: Mr. Simon Comer Ref. No. 197/10, 198/10 and 199/10
Station: Programme: Date:
RTE Radio 1 Today with Pat Kenny 28 January 2010

1 February 2010
9 February 2010

Complaint Summary:

Mr . Comer 6s compl aint i s s ubmiOdy sedionud(iJ(a)ffairnesk, objeBtivitp a d c a st
and impartiality in current affairs). The complainant states on the above dates during a discussion on the
implementation of a new 30km/h speed limit zone in Dublin city centre, the presenter, Pat Kenny breached

the terms of the Broadcasting Act 2009. Mr . Kennyés p
the extent that he was identified in the print media as an outspoken opponent of the measure. Mr. Comer

claims his handling of the issue was not fair to all interests concerned, was not presented in an objective and

impartial manner and, to a great extent, consisted of expressions of his own views, which were almost totally
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hostile to the point of ridiculing this evidence-based road safely measure that was democratically decided
upon by the elected members of Dublin City Council.

28 January 2010

On this date Mr. Kennyds tone in introducing the item w
subject clear even before the interview began with Cllr. Andrew Montague and Mr. Conor Faughnan of the

Aut omobil e Association. Furthermore, Mr . Comer cl ai ms
Montague was much more confrontational in tone and content than it was when talking to Mr. Faughnan. Mr.
Kennydéds introduction went as foll ows:

AFrom next Monday, motorists wild.@ be obliged to obey a
selected roads in Dublin city centre. The GslowyimitCounci |
of just thirty kilometres an hour, thatdéos about twenty
this or not, assist the free flow of traffico

Mr. Comer claims that the tone of voice Mr. Kenny adopted along with his use of the phrasesis nai | 6 s pace
and fbelieve it or noto was exaggerated | anguage and,
inappropriate. A fisnail s paceo0 is a pejorative term

description of a physical reality. By using such language, Mr. Kenny was inviting listeners (motorists

specifically) to disparage this road safety measure even before any evidence was aired regarding its merits

or otherwise. Mr. Comer further claims that since the relevant information i.e. the scientific evidence for a 30

km/h speed limit in built-up areas was not properly checked out by the researchers on the programme, the
programme provided no opportunity to fAl et the facts sp
Programme Standard guidelines.

Having made his feelings clear at the outset, Mr. Kenny went on to strongly challenge Cllr. Montague on this

deci si on, in his role as Chairman of Dublin City Coun
politicians and policy-makers is something Mr. Kenny does very well generally and it was appropriate that he

would do so on this occasion. However, Mr. Comer contends that the tone and content of his questioning of

Clir. Montague showed a lack of impatrtiality and objectivity and betrayed a personal antipathy towards the

proposed speed restrictions.

Mr. Comer believes that there was one other viewpoint represented on January 28, that of Mr. Conor

Faughnan, Director of Policy with AA Ireland. Mr. Faughnan is a well known spokesman for the AA. He is a

very experienced advocate for motorists6é interests and
to speak for himself and to articulate the perspective of car drivers. While Cllr. Montague is an elected
representative, charged with responsibilities relating to the development and implementation of local and

national public policies.

Mr. Comer claims that if this interview were impartial and objective one would expect that both Clir.
Montague and Mr. Faughnan would receive similar robust questioning. However, he further contends that
Mr. Kenny put a | ot of pressure on CIlIlr. Mont ague whil e
Kenny went on to query the thebrypughathégoihy fhewer ow
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stated that in the context of really heavy traffic the

say fAprecisely whered in Europe this effectnrépatedibeen ob
Munich, Freiburg and Amsterdam. Mr. Kenny then went on to refer to the reported traffic flow effect as a

Amar gi nal thingodo that i's not applicable to motorists t
going through this zone at ti mes when it is fApretty congestedo, icl

ignored these points and instead pressed Clir. Montague to say whether he had tried driving in the area at
30km/h when the streets are empty, something Mr. Kenny found very hard to manage.

1 February 2010
Pat Kenny returned to this story and again sought to ridicule the 30km/h limit by joking about the Council
employing people to walk in front of every car fAwaving

9 February 2010

Mr. Kenny again ridiculed the 30km/h zone when interviewing Clir. Montague about a proposed amendment
to the zone. ClIr. Montague remarked that only two submissions had been received regarding the original
proposal, both positive. Mr. Kenny scoffed at this and expressed his opinion that the absence of negative
submissions was probably due to people regarding the 30km/h zone as so ridiculous that it was not even
worth commenting on. This remark was overtly hostile to the 30km/h proposal and could not have been
based on objective fact.

There is incontrovertible evidence that reducing speed increases safety and that 30 km/h speed limit or even
lower are successfully operating around Europe. Increasing implementation of such low-speed zones is
recommended by reputable government bodies and independent transport research agencies, based on
evidence and not on ideology. There is also empirical evidence that slower speeds can ease congestion and
that increasing pedestrian access to city centres can have significant economic benefits. In addition, there
are strong ethical arguments in favour of controlling traffic in order to improve mobility and access for
pedestrians, cyclists and users of public transport, especially vulnerable groups such as children, older
people and disabled persons.

Stati on6és Response:

RTE states that RTE believes that at all times its coverage of the issue was objective, impartial and fair. The

substantial coverage occurred on 28 January. On that occasion, Pat Kenny interviewed someone in favour

of the lower speed limit and someone opposed to the new limit. Both the proponent and the opponent were
afforded sufficient opportunities to makAsintmhng tases,case a
more attention and more detailed interviewing took place with the person proposing the change rather than

the person opposing the change. This is quite normal that more attention is given to one side than the other

and that the side proposing the change is subject to more searching questions. RTE is statutorily obliged to

be fair, but fairness is not achieved by giving equal a
more central and therefore pertinent. Mr. Comer takes issue with the language used by Mr Kenny in his
introduction. In particular, he argues that an expression suchas s n ai | 0 whiclpwas @sed by Mr. Kenny
in his introduction is disparaging. RTE does not accept this. They believe that the language used in the
introduction was deliberately colourful and was designed to attract listeners 6 i nt er est The t he s
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technique is similar to that wused in newspaper headl i ne
an article.

RTE believes that the level of research carried out by the production team in advance of coverage of the
issue was adequate and that the presenter was sufficiently briefed on the arguments for and against the
introduction of the new speed limit.

In regard to the second complaint by Mr. Comer, Mr Kenny simply made a light-hearted remark of no
editorial significance to a follow up email on a subsequent programme. What Mr. Comer describes as
ridicule was simply a humorous side remark by Mr. Kenny.

I n regard to Mr Comerd6s third complaint, the programme
Council had in an apparent attempt to respond to criticism decided to put the new speed limit out to public
consultation. ClIr. Montague was interviewed on his own. He was asked about the apparent about-turn.

This was followed by a number of comments from listeners being put to Clir. Montague. RTE believes on

this occasion ClIr. Montague was afforded ample opportunity to respond to all criticism of the new speed limit

and that he was subjected to an impartial and objective interview.

Decision of Compliance Committee:
The Committee has considered the broadcast, the submissions of the complainant and the broadcaster.

Today with Pat Kenny is a programme that discusses, inter alia, the main stories of the day. The regular

listener would be aware of the st yl e of t he programme and the present
complainant takes issue with the tone and language of the presenter in his introduction to the discussion.

The context of discussion was the introduction of the new speed limit of 30km in certain parts of the city

centre and the public controversy surrounding same. The Committee was of the view that the comments of

the presenter in the introduction to the discussion were fair; the new speed limit was the lowest speed limit

ever introduced in those parts of the city centre and the public would query the theory that to go slower gets

one through the city faster. The proposed new speed limit was a matter of public interest and debate.

On hearing the interview, the Committee was of the view that ClIr. Montague was at all times given ample
time and opportunity to respond to all of the questions and/or refute public criticisms put to him by the
presenter and Conor Faughnan. The presenter also asked reasonable and appropriate questions to elicit
information and probe the reasons for its introduction. The Committee would agree with the submission of
the broadcaster that it was appropriate that more detailed interviewing took place with Cllr Montague than
with Conor Faughnan, representing the AA which opposed the change. Mr. Faughnan was asked to explain
the organisationds opposi t i Mantagueowad thea affortied angopportumitglto Co un c i
respond to this opposition. The Committee would acknowledge that, at times, it was a challenging and robust
interview. However, the Committee would also acknowledge that the new speed limit was not popular
among the public and had created a high level of controversy. It was, therefore, reasonable and appropriate
for the presenter to put some of the public concerns and criticisms to the councillor. Each time that Cllr.
Montague made an assertion, it was explored and/or challenged by the presenter, for example, he asserted
that research in other cities had shown that in heavily congested traffic areas, a 30km speed limit improves
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the flow of traffic. However, when the presenter asked him what cities, he provided countries in response for
examples of cities in which this has been tried, he was given the opportunity to do so. It was reasonable for
the presenter to explore this assertion and ask him to specify the cities he was referring to.

The Committee would also note that during the discussion, the presenter read out both positive and negative
texts about its introduction.

The Committee considered that the broadcast on the 1* February contained a matter- of- fact treatment of
the issue. It was evident that the focus of the interview with staff of the Regional Traffic Management Centre
was on the factual consequences of the new speed limit including the impact on motorists and on city traffic
in general. The presenter talked to Valerie Cox from Dublin Regional Traffic Management centre about the
flow of traffic in areas affected by the 30km speed limit which could be viewed from the traffic cameras. She
informed the presenter that it appeared that many motorists were not adhering to it and she expressed her
own opinions on the speed limit based on her experience of driving at that speed. The presenter also
interviewed Dave Traynor who, as Traffic Officer, was charged with implementing the new speed limit. He
adopted neither a positive nor negative position on the issue but opined that people would get use to it and
that the traffic centre could adjust the lights to give motorists a good progression of traffic along the quays in
the city centre.

The focus of the broadcast on the 9" February was the about-turn by the Council on the speed limit. On
hearing the interview, the Committee considered that the presenter was putting expressions of the public
outcry and criticism to the Cllr. Montague. The Committee would acknowledge that the public outcry and
criticism had been widely publicised and was, therefore, in the public domain. As there was no opposing
view on the programme, it was reasonable for the presenter to put this view to him. He also noted in ClIr.
Mont aguebds favour, t hat he was only Chair of the
sitting on the committee had to take their share of responsibility.

The Committee considered that, over the course of the three broadcasts, the issue was dealt with in an
even-handed manner and given a fair hearing. The complaint was rejected with regard to section
48(1)(a)(fairness, objectivity and impartiality in current affairs) of the Broadcasting Act, 2009.

Back to index

Complaint made by: Ms. Mary MacDonald Ref. No. 200/10
Station: Programme: Date:
RTE One Irish Film & Television Awards 20 February 2010

Complaint Summary:

Ms . MacDonal dés compl aint i s submitted under Cotehot
Programme Standards: sections 2.2 due care and 3.4.1 persons and groups in society). The complainant
wishes to make a complaint in relation to a comment made during the broadcast.
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Ms. MacDonald states Victoria Smurfit made an extremely offensive and tasteless joke during her
presentation of the awards in relation tldhadhraffliatorRobi nso
to or association with the Robinsons but feels this was crass and coarse and extremely insensitive and

personalised.

At another 1l evel, such a cheap |jibe at someone el seds
tenuous power sharing in the North any good. Ms . Mac Donal
and vulgarity of her comment. The complainant expected some sense of decorum and appropriate humour

from Victoria Smurfit but evidently she, too, has bought into the populist presentation genre.

Stationbs Response:

RTE states that throughout the programme, Ms. Smurfit introduced the awards with a number of scripted
jokes. These took the form of gentle mocking of various people in public life. One of the humorous
references was to Iris Robinson, the wife of the First Minister in the Northern Ireland Executive, who had
recently resigned her seat in parliament because of an affair she had with a young member of her
constituency. The joke was a reference to Iris Robinson at a Jedward gig. It occurred at the beginning of
part four of the programme. The presenter welcomed people back with the following:

6Wel come back to the I rish Film and Television Awar
Jedward gig!

Now for one of the most eagerly anticipated Awards i "Best Actor in Television" i and to present it,
is an actress who has worked as often in the US and the UK, as she does here i the Internationally
acclaimed, Orla Brady.d

This slight referencet o  Mr s . Robinson was a joke about the incongr
being interested in teenagers. RTE does not accept
scriptwriters responsible for the jokes made by the compare of the awards ceremony were entitled to poke a

little fun at a politician whose husband went on nati on
to inform the public that he had forgiven her. All politicians are aware that their private lives are subject to

more scrutiny and comment than ordinary citizens.

Decision of Compliance Committee:

The Committee has considered the broadcast, the submissions of the complainant and the broadcaster. The
complaint concerns a particular joke made by a female compare during a broadcast of Irish Film and
Television Awards. In assessing the complaint, the Committee had to have regard to the Code of
Programme Standards, sections 2.1 due care and 3.4.1 persons and groups in society. Under this Code, the
Committee also had to have regard to the context, time of broadcast and audience expectation.

On viewing the broadcast, it was evident from the outs
which at times was directed at well-known public figures. The programme was live coverage of on an
awards ceremony and audiences would be aware that with such genre of programme, the presentation style
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tends to be of a humorous nature. Audi ences would al
and humour would be scripted and could include jibes about well-known individuals.

In this instance, the compare made a joke about Mrs. Iris Robinson who had resigned her Ministerial seat in
Northern Ireland due to the revealing of an affair she had with a young male. Politicians can expect to be,
and are regularly, subjected to parody. The humour was based on the much publicised affair of Mrs.
Robison. While such humour may not appeal to all tastes, the Committee must respect the right to freedom
of expression. Given the context of the joke, the manner and language of presentation coupled with
audience expectation, the Committee found that the item was unlikely to cause widespread offence. Further,
it could not be deemed to be an unjustifiable representation of an individual. The complaint was rejected
with regard to the Code of Programme Standards, sections 2.2 due care, 3.4.1 persons and groups in
society.

Back to index

Complaint made by: Mr. John Link Ref. No. 205/10
Station: Programme: Date:
Cor kés ¢ TheOpinion Line with Neil Prendeville 11 March 2010

Complaint Summary:

Mr . Linkés complaint is submitted under thee @decochdcast
Programme Standards, section 3.4.2 persons and groups in society). Mr. Link states during a discussion
concerning the closing of pubs on Good Friday, presenter Neil Prendeville said the following:

'It's a terrible thing to go in [to a pub or restaurant] and have absolutely no Irish staff at all, and have no Irish
accents or no Corkonian accents, and not bit of craic or banter.' [...] 'l don't mean to be racist now. It's all
about getting the balance right. But some places you go, there is zero, um...l was served in a last night in a
restaurant, and from start to finish, not one Irish person came anywhere near me. It was completely bereft
[sic] of character or atmosphere, conversation or anything. The food was shocking. It was just an awful
experience.'

Mr. Link finds such a discriminatory statement in extremely bad taste. The above statement may not strictly
be | abelled as éracistd, but it does discriminate on t
of complaint under section 3.4.1 of the Code of Programme Standards.

Stationbs Response:

Corkés 96fm states they have reviewed the section of t
taking the statement as quoted in isolation is unfair. The full broadcast puts it into context as part of a wider

discussion on the hospitality sector and the problems it faces with falling numbers of tourists visiting the

country. Neil Prendeville made a statement of fact that he went to a restaurant the previous night and had a

bad experience. H e -Iridh sthffi @stbeing ther rgdsan foothat. Toa accuse him of being

racist for the comments is grossly unfair.
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Decision of Compliance Committee:

The Committee has considered the broadcast, the submissions of the complainant and the broadcaster. The
complaint concerns a comment made by a presenter during a broadcast of The Opinion Line with Neil
Prendeville broadcast on 11 March 2010. In assessing the complaint, the Committee had to have regard to
the Code of Programme Standards, section 3.4.2 persons and groups in society.

The Committee noted that in a review of the main daily newspapers the presenter referred to articles

concerning the various worldwide trips Ministers of the Irish Government were taking for St. Pat r i ckdés day.
this regard, he proposed that it may be more appropriate to invite delegates from such foreign countries to

Ireland and thereby, permitting them to experience lIrish society. The presenter also referred to the coverage

given to the opening of pubs in Limerick on Good Friday and a number of callers came on-air to express their

views on this issue. One particular male caller stated all the bars should open and further, he thought that

the approach of bringing the foreign delegates to Ireland f or St . Patrickodés Day woul d g
He was of the opinion that yYiheiyt ovrasnntwd mt t adnkéspoise,H rexsher
the presenter stated that he had been out the previous evening to dine and that none of the staff serving in

the restaurant he encountered were Irish. The Committee noted that his tone was matter-of-fact and when

heard in context, it would not be reasonable to infer the comments were intended to be discriminatory.

The issue under discussion wa s t he 6l rishd tourism experience and t
experience he had the previous evening; there were no Irish staff serving in the restaurant and he also found

the food and atmosphere O6awful 6. Ganesamchpresehtationanamméer,e x t o f
the Committee found that it would not be reasonable to infer that the comment supported and/or condoned

discrimination as submitted by the complainant. The complaint was rejected with regard to the Code of

Programme Standards, section 3.4.2 persons and groups in society.

Back to index

Complaint made by: Dr. Ulick Stafford Ref. No. 208/10
Station: Programme: Date:
RTE Radio 1 Off the Shelf 13 March 2010

Complaint Summary:

Dr . Stafforddébs complaint is submitted under the Broadc:
and impartiality in current affairs). The complwinant

di scussed a book by Al Gore called 60Our Chancebd. The |
gl obal warming which he also presented in a film called

discussing this was Dr. Mary Kelly, Dr. John Sweeney and Deputy Ruairi Quinn. All three had similar
opinions, fully believing the case made by Al Gore that human CO2 emissions will cause catastrophic
warming of the Earth. The host, Mr. O6 Mahony, was full

The programme, which was discussing a controversial topic, had no balance. No one was there to present
the other side. Those who did not share their views we
use to describe people who question the holocaust. Very many serious scientists question the scientific
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basis of global warming caused by anthromorphic gas emissions or the solutions proposed by the IPCC, the

UNOs intergovernment al panel on climate changapeeering Dr . St
and Mensa level intelligence. He has read extensively on this issue. He feels very insulted that his views

are dismissed so insultingly by the state broadcaster.

Dr. Stafford states the next time RTE is presenting a programme on this topic they should include someone

to balance the discussion. Secondly, proponents of anthromorphic global warming should not use potentially

offensive terms like denier for people who do not share their understanding of the scientific basis.

Stationbs Response:

RTE states that Off the Shelfi s a weekly book programme presented by
number of people are invited into studio to review a particular book. The subject matter of the episode of Off

the Shelfwas Al G o Oer &koiceb dhekhree contributors reviewing the book were Dr. Mary Kelly,

Director General of the Environmental Protection Agency, Dr. John Sweeney, Professor of Geography in NUI

Maynooth and Ruairi Quinn T.D., former leader of the Labour Party.

I n RTEOGs vi ecessaryitadinclude amongst the reviewers of a book on global warming someone

whose views are diametrically opposed to the vast majority of scientific opinion. The panel was carefully

chosen to offer listeners a range of expertise and experience. Dr. Mary Kelly is Director General of the
Environmental Protection Agency. This body has statutory responsibility to ensure that the Irish environment

is protected. I ncluded in the agencyds responsirdbilitie
i mpacting on the environment. I n RTEO®BS Vview, Dr . Kel |
discussion on the causes of and solutions to global warming. Dr. John Sweeney as well as being Professor

of Geography in NUI Maynooth has led many research projects into environmental change in Ireland. It is

RTEG6s view that he is an ideal contributor to a discus:
Ruairi Quinn, is a former Minister for Finance and Minister for the Environment. This makes him an excellent

contributor to the discussion as he can take account of economic growth as a factor in human activity

contributing to global warming.

RTE believes the three contributors offered listeners a range of views and experiences all relevant to the

subject matter of the book being reviewed. Had the producer decided to include in the discussion someone

who shares the complainantds vVvi ews, the discussion woul
have been a discussion about why a small minority of people do not accept the scientific consensus on

global warming. RTE recognises that those opposed to any consensus have views that ought to be heard.
Unchallenged assumptions that the consensus is always right are dangerous. In regard to those putting

forward alternative explanations for global warming, RTE Radio 1 has as recently as last December on the

Today with Pat Kenny pr ogr amme i ntervi ewed Professor Il an Pl i mer
academics who opposes the scientific consensus on the causes of global warming. However, RTE does not

accept that in every discussion on global warming it is necessary to include people who do not agree with the

view that human activity is the primary cause of global warming.

Decision of Compliance Committee:
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The Committee has considered the broadcast, the submissions of the complainant and the broadcaster. The
complaint concerns a discussion which the complainant asserts was one-sided and therefore, the subject
matter of global warming was treated unfairly. The Committee noted that this was a book review
programme. Regular audiences would be familiar with this format of programming and expect the content to
be based on the content of the book under review; the presenter and the guests on the programme would
discuss their views on the actual writing and content of a particular book.

In this broadcast, t he bookOuwrnde@h a@nodediing the broadcastptiye
Committee noted that the context of the discussion was, at all times, the content of the book. The issue was
not global warming per se; it was a review of a book written by Al Gore. It was in the context of the review

that the word o6denierd was used. I n ditlsegans! snemmbgrs a

used the term O6denier 6. The Committee found that
in the context of the particular discussion. The Committee was of the opinion that there was insufficient
substance to the issues as raised by the complainant evident in the broadcast. The complaint was rejected
with regard to 48(1)(a)(fairness, objectivity and impartiality in current affairs).

Back to index

Compl aint made by: Ms. Michell e OO6BTr ReiiNo.212/10

Station: Programme: Date:
RTE One The Frontline 22 March 2010

Complaint Summary:

Al Go

t he

chap

t

Ms. O6Briends complaint is submitted under thetviBroadca:s

and impartiality in current affairs). The complainant states that the presenter, Pat Kenny, launched a
blistering attack on low paid members of the CPSU. His comments inferred that civil servants in the
Passport Office were merely staging industrial action in order to create a backlog and thus earn overtime to
make up the recent pay deductions. He also insinuated that one of the machines capable of producing
passports was somehow sabotaged by CPSU members.

Only one person from the audience was allowed to speak in defence of low paid civil servants engaging in
justified industrial action. Ms . O6Brien further
jumping on the populist bandwagon of public service bashing instead of presenting fair and unbiased
coverage on this programme. Ms . O6Brien states
connection to the passport office and is not a member of the CPSU.

Stationbés Response:

RTE states that The Frontline is a weekly studio based current affairs programme. The episode primarily
dealt with the topic of the call to ban hunting of wild animals. However, before the discussion on hunting
there was short item (less than 14 minutes) on the impact of the public sector go-slow on the Passport Office
in Dublin. The item opened with a short recording of the expression of frustration experienced by one
member of the public who had queued unsuccessfully at the passport office earlier in the day. This was
followed by Pat Kenny interviewing Ms. Patricia Wakely, a mother who had planned to take her children on
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holidays to France, but was unable to get passports for herself or her children. Ms. Wakely described for
viewers her experience at the passport office. After about 4 minutes of this, the presenter interviewed Mr.
Eoin Ronayne, Deputy General Secretary of the CPSU, the trade union that represents the staff of the
Passport Office. During the course of the interview with Mr. Ronayne there was one contribution from the

audience whenaper son spoke in favour of the passport offi

nine minutes; the last word on the topic was given to Ms. Wakely. The programme then went on to deal with
its main topic, hunting.

I't is RTEO6s vi e vefulfilledadl requineeents in oegardaonfaimness, objectivity and impartiality.
This was a relatively short item on the impact on the public of the go-slow at the passport offices. Two
members of the public, discommoded by the industrial action, were heard, and then a spokesperson for the
workers taking industrial action was interviewed. He had ampl e opportunity
interests and explain why they were disrupting the everyday functioning of the passport office. Pat Kenny
put all the appropriate questions to Mr. Ronayne and allowed him to respond. This was not primarily a
discussion about the causes of the industrial dispute; it was a discussion about the impact on members of
the public seeking passports to enable them to travel abroad. It is perfectly normal in any industrial dispute
to have a discussion on the impact of the industrial action being taken. The merits or otherwise of the overall
dispute had been dealt with at length in a whole series of RTE programmes on radio and television in the
previous days.

Decision of Compliance Committee:

The Committee has considered the broadcast, the submissions of the complainant and the broadcaster. The
complainant submits that the presentation was one-sided in the course of a discussion on industrial action in
the Passport Office in Dublin.

The Committee would acknowledge that The Frontline is a weekly studio based current affairs programme
which discusses the main stories of the week. In this regard, the industrial action by public sector workers at
the passport office was a legitimate news story. Given that it was a dispute that affected large numbers of
the public, the focus of the item/discussion being the impact of the dispute on the public was reasonable.
The Committee was of the view that this focus was evident from the introduction of the item which began
with a scene from outside the passport office that day with a member of the public expressing her frustration
at the security guard. She was complaining that she was experiencing wholly unreasonable delays as a
result of unreasonable actions on the part of the workers. In studio, the item was introduced by a short
interview with a member of the audience Ms. Patricia Wakely, a mother who had travelled to the office that
day in an attempt to obtain passports for herself and her children for a planned and paid holiday in Euro
Disney, Paris. Ms. Wakely described her experience at the passport office. Mr. Kenny was joined in the
studio with Mr. Eoin Ronayne, Deputy General Secretary of the CPSU, the trade union representing staff of
the Passport Office. Pat Kenny asked him to respond directly to Ms. Wakely.

The Committee noted that at the time of broadcast the industrial action by staff at the passport office was an
ongoing story and it was also evident at that time, that the action was not a popular dispute among the
public. The Committee considered that the interviewee would have been put on notice of the focus of the
discussion and that the unpopularity and perceived unreasonableness of the action by his members would
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be put to him. The Committee considered that the interview was conducted in a fair and reasonable manner.

The presenter recognised there were two sides to, and two competing interests in, the industrial action; the

empl oyeesd right to strike and the publicbs right t o
reasonable time and without undue hardship. As the in
was the sole interviewee, it was reasonable and expected that the interviewer would put the other

side/interest to him and voice a reasonable and legitimate public concern/viewpoint regarding the industrial

action. The Committee considered that the questions asked of Mr. Roynane were appropriate and

reasonable based on the factual and evident consequences of the industrial action which were to prevent

people from travelling. The Committee was of the view that Mr. Ronayne was afforded ample time and
opportunity to repr eastsmartd explairs themmeasobsefor thé industrialeaction. The
Committee could not, therefore, agree with the compl ain
focus of the story amounted to a blistering attack on low paid members of the CPSU. The reasons for the

action were presented by Mr. Roynane and acknowledged by the presenter. The presenter noted that a

factual consequence of the action was that low paid workers within the passport office were hurting people

like themselves. He challenged and put alternative viewpoints and possible public perceptions about, and

inferences which may be drawn from, the industrial action to Mr. Roynane. Mr. Ronayne did, and was at all

times given an opportunity to, dispel such perceptions/inferences and present hi s member sdé si de o

The Committee would also acknowledge that the style and format of the programme and of the presenter is
well known. Input from the audience is a regular feature of the programme and interviews are, on occasion,
interrupted to allow for such input. It was expected and appropriate, therefore, that during this interview, the
presenter would allow for contributions from members of the audience. The opinions of three members of
the audience were sought and one spoke in favour of the industrial action. The Committee considered that it
was reasonable for the presenter to afford Ms. Wakely an opportunity at the end of the discussion to
respond/react to Mr. Roynaneds response to her.

Overall, the Committee considered that the interview was challenging and robust. The presenter explored
and challenged views and both sides (the public affected and the CPSU) were given a fair hearing.

The complaint was rejected with regard to section 48(1)(a) fairness, objectivity and impartiality in current
affairs of the Broadcasting Act, 2009.
Back to index

Complaint made by: Mr. Dara MacGabhann Ref. No. 214/10
Station: Programme: Date:
RTE One Six One News 24 March 2010

Complaint Summary:

Mr . Mac Gabhannds compl aint is submitted wunder the Br o,
objectivity and impartiality) The complainant states that the coverage afforded the industrial action currently

being pursued by employees in the Dublin Passport Office was unfairly biased and could be interpreted in no

other way than an attempt by the RTE to unfairly influence public opinion in a negative manner towards the
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legitimate industrial action which was being legally taken by some of the lowest paid workers in the public

service. In reports lasting nearly nine minutes of blatantly biased coverage and continuously negative
comment , not once was reference made to the agepd oyees?d
this action was described as Areally shockingd and the
informed viewer of the opinion that the workers actions were deserving of the highest opprobrium.

The contribution of the Industrial Relatons corr espondent , Il ngrid Miley, was,
compl etely unbalanced as she discussed solutions to thi
and other methods of circumventing the legitimate right of employees to disrupt services in the pursuit of
their demands. The interview which followed between anchor, Bryan Dobson and a representative of the
Irish Travel Agents, Simon Nugent, added further to the biased nature of the coverage by the supposedly
independent National Broadcaster. This segment which lasted almost four minutes was an opportunity for

vested interests in the dispute to negatively impact on the low-pai d empl oyeesé | egiti ma
contribution was nothing | ess t hanonbhased oransteirdy otheathan agai n:
6hearsayd and personally advantageous opinions. He wa

opinion piece by anchorman Bryan Dobson who confined his role in proceedings to feeding him a line of
leading questions. The complainant claims that again, no attempt was made to balance the interview with
unbiased and fair reference to the o6o0other sided in th
National Broadcaster has a duty of care to commit to balanced, fair and just coverage of all issues and
cannot be permitted to abuse its powerful position within society to unfairly influence public opinion. This
industrial action goes to the very heart of addressing the unfairness and injustice in society in Ireland today in
that the Passport Office employees are seeing their wages cut while the government is seen to use this
money to bail-out members of a perceived Golden Circle in Irish Society. The irony that this totally biased
reporting, which served the Government well in their attempt to penalise the lowest sections of society in
favour of the well-off elite, was followed by a segment which detailed the pay-rises which had been afforded
employees in Anglo Irish Bank, would not have been lost on many.

Mr. MacGabhann state that he hopes our National Broadcaster may emerge from this dark period in its
history better placed to serve the interests of the public in general and not the wishes and concerns of a
small coterie of vested interests which have brought the country and its people to cusp of financial ruin.

Stationbds Response:

RTE state that the main News story on 24 March was the continuing disruption caused by staff in the
Passport Office in Dublin with members of the public queuing from the early hours in the morning in the hope
of getting their passports. The Director of the Passport services was before an Oireachtas Committee, the
union at the centre of the dispute, the CPSU, was about to hold its annual delegate conference and there
were calls from the Irish Travel Agency Association for an ending of the work to rule.

The 6.01 News led on a report by Joe Mag Raollaigh which included brief interviews with people who had
been queuing since four in the morning, a brief interview with Simon Nugent, Chief Executive of the Irish
Travel Agents Association, an extract from Joe Nugent, Director of Passport Services in the Department of
Foreign Affairs, speaking at an Oireachtas Committee and finally a brief interview with Eoin Ronayne of the
CPSU. This was followed later in the programme by a questions and answers session between the presenter
Shar on N 2 Bheol ain and Il ngrid Mi |l ey, RTEOSs I ndustry
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speculated on how the dispute could be resolved. The subject was returned to later in the programme when
Bryan Dobson interviewed on a |ink to the DS8il, Si mon
suspension of the dispute

Dara MacGabhann argues that RTE£6s cov e wdaylg biasel. Hehe pas
argues that RTE sided entirely with the Gov eompletedynt , t he
unbalanced;t hat Bryan Dobson fail ed btiascechalrlaemng e gRiimaesnt Nthge nw
He ends his complaint by saying that he expect(s) this complaint to be investigated fairly that our National

Broadcaster may emerge from this dark period in its history better placed to serve the interests of the public

in general and not the wishes and concerns of a small coterie of vested interests which have brought this

country and its people to the cusp of financial ruin.

RTE£ does not accept any of RTEbdieves Mat dsiNaws ltaveraysd oth chﬂthn t s.
March and in all other coverage of this on-going matter has been objective and impartial. In any long-running

dispute, account has to be taken of all the coverage rather than just the coverage on a particular day. What

was new on 24™ March was the length of the queues outside the passport office and the desperation of those

queuing. Thi s was covered fairly by Joe Mag Raoll aighds rep:«
of those people who were frustrated in their efforts to obtain passports. Ingrid Miley has been reporting on

the reaction by the public sector unions to the Government cuts and levies for months in a completely neutral

and objective manner. RTE can understand how positions become entrenched and people embittered when

a dispute is protracted. In these circumstances RTE anticipates that entrenched opinion will have a
perception of bias iDandaeManc@adltoasn thos efriamgael. compl ai nt i
the Irish Travel Agents Association was unchallenged. Mr Nugent, as one would expect from an industry

deeply affected by a dispute, simply called for an end to the dispute. There was no reason for Bryan Dobson

to challenge Mr Nugent. There was no assessment of the rights or otherwise of the dispute in this interview.

It was simply a call for a resolution for those representing the travel industry.

RTE particularly wish to put on record its total di sagr
dark period in regard to its coverage of the dispute. He alleges that RTE is on the side of a small coterie of
vested interests. RTE6s reporting has at all times been completely

coverage of the current financial crisis. RTE believes it has been at all times fair to those involved; that it
provided impartial reportage and interview opportunities to all sides in an even-handed and fair manner.

Decision of Compliance Committee:

The Committee considered the broadcast, and the written submissions of the complainant and the
broadcaster. The complaint concerns the coverage of the public sector industrial action at the passport
office on 24 March 2010 on the 6.01 News.

In assessing this complaint, the Committee had to have regard to the Section 48(1)(a) of the Broadcasting
Act 2009, which requires:

dhat the broadcast treatment of current affairs, including matters which are either of public
controversy or the subject of current public debate, is fair to all interests concerned and that the
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broadcast matter is presented in an objective and impartial manner and without any expression of the
broadc ast er s own views. d

The Committee must acknowledge a broadcasterdés editori a
right to freedom of expression. In assessing the complaint, the Committee had to have regard to the entire

coverage of the industrial action on the programme. This included a report by Joe Mag Raollaigh who

conducted brief interviews with people queuing outside the passport office that day and a brief interview with

Simon Nugent, Chief Executive of the Irish Travel Agents Association. His report also included extracts from

Joe Nugent, Director of Passport Services in the Department of Foreign Affairs, speaking at an Oireachtas

Committee and from an interview with Eoin Ronayne of the CPSU. In the RTE studio, newscaster, Sharon

Ni Bheol 8in interviewed Ingrid Miley, RTE£6s Industry and
Bryan Dobson conducted a live interview with Simon Nugent outside Leinster House.

The 6.01 News is recognised as one of the main news bulletins on RTE and regular viewers would expect
the main stories of the day to be covered. The function of any news bulletin or report is to report factually
and accurately. What is of importance to the Committee is that the report is responsible and editorially
justified.

The Committee would acknowledge that the coverage of the industrial action at the passport office was an
ongoing story and was the main news item on the programme due to the evident escalation of the dispute.
That day, the queues were some of the longest since the action began and the CPSU had served protective
strike notice on the government. Some of the consequences of the action, for example the increasing
backlog of passports waiting to be processed, had also become evident at the Oireachtas Foreign Affairs
Committee hearing that day. The focus of the coverage on the programme was, accordingly, the escalation
of the action and the consequences of same.

The Committee noted that the interview with |facupsed d Mi | e
on these new issues. She noted, in the first instance, that the backlog of passports waiting to be processed

had worsened. This was an accurate statement reflected by the factual increase of 10,000 passports on the

previous week. This increase from 40,000 to 50,000 passports had emerged from the Oireachtas Committee

hearing that day. She also reported on some of the solutions to the action/dispute as proposed by the

Oireachtas Committee which included privatisation. These solutions were not presented as her own but
identified with the Oireachtas Committee. I't was her c
was the way forward but she reported that sources on t
process were saying that the industrial action was making a negotiated settlement more difficult. The

newscaster asked her view on whether the CPSU conference, due to begin the following day had the

potential for a resolution. In response she stated:

61 t hi nekoppgsite; ltthenk divh servant workers are extremely angry, | think when they gather
tomorrow that we are going to see some very fiery debate, particularly on Friday when issues like

pay are going to come up.?d
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She then noted that there were some interesting motions to be tabled, one being the call for the negotiators
to have their hands tied unless money that had been deducted was given back. She noted that if such a
motion was passed, it would make it very difficult to negotiate a solution.

Having watched the interview, the Committee coul d
interview with, or contribution from, Ms. Miley was completely unbalanced or unfair to the interests of the
workers. She reported accurately on factual events in the dispute and her opinions were based on such
events.

The report also included a live interview with Mr. Nugent, Chief Executive of the Irish Travel Agents
Association, who had attended the passport office and the Oireachtas Committee hearing that day. That Mr.
Nugent expectedly called for an end to the action and expressed his views on the detailed report he had
heard at the Oireachtas Committee hearing could
action was unfair or biased. Given the focus of the coverage, the Committee was of the opinion that it was
reasonabl e and appropriate for the newscaster to
reaction to, and its views on, the escalation of the action and on the details that emerged at the Oireachtas
Committee hearing that day. Mr. Nugent was representing the travel industry, an industry seriously affected
by the action and whose members were witnessing the impact of the action on ordinary people wishing to
travel.

not

ask

ag.

hi

Overall, the Committee considered that the programmeds

in its entirety, was factual, objective, balanced and fair to all interests concerned.

The complaint was rejected with regard to section 48(1)(a) fairness, objectivity and impartiality in current
affairs and (b) law and order of the Broadcasting Act 2009.

Back to index

Complaint made by: Mr. Brian Kelly Ref. No. 218/10

Station: Programme: Date:

TV3 Tonight with Vincent Browne 29 March 2010

Complaint Summary:

Mr . Kell yébs compl aint is submitted wunder the Broadcast

Code of Programme Standards: section 3.4.5 persons & groups in society). Mr. Kelly states that the
programme broadcast on Monday of Holy Week, a period of special prayer and reflection for Christians,
contained a segment in which a panellist referred to the Crucifix in the Phoenix Park Dubl i n as

fiphal

symbol 0. The compl ainant states that the crucifix

extremely offensive to his Christian faith to hear it referred to in such a manner.

Stationbs Response:
TV3 state that this programme is shown after the watershed and is aimed at an adult audience. The
programme is based around a panel of guests who discuss current affairs in a challenging and thought-
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provoking manner. TV3 state that it cannot ensure that all viewers will agreewith every one of the |
opinions.

TV3 further state that it has investigated the comment about which Mr. Kelly complains and point out that it

was Ms. Nell McCafferty who stated that she thought the Papal Cross in the Phoenix Park was a phallic

symbol. Ms. McCafferty is a well-known writer and feminist whose opinions can often be provocative.

However, TV3 is cognisant of her right to freedom of speech and allowed her to express her views

accordingly. TV3 point out that Vincent Browne stated on several occasions that not everybody would agree

with Ms. McCaffertyds views and on two separate occasi
may consider her opinions to be offensive:

6Can | put it to you thatulasl oeto afheugedigi oanoift il \sd
be equally sensitive to the core beliefs of Christi:z:
OReferring to the Cross as a phallic symbol | think

Consequently TV3 feels that the issue was handled in a sensitive and informative manner and that both
sides of the debate were equally represented. TV36s
programming to its viewers and this service.

Decision of Compliance Committee:

The Committee has considered the broadcast, the submissions of the complainant and the broadcaster. The
complaint concerns a comment made by a panel member during a broadcast of the Tonight with Vincent
Browne programme broadcast on 29 March 2010. In assessing this complaint, the Committee had to have
regard to the Code of Programme Standards and in particular, section 3.4.5 persons & groups in society. In
assessing the complaint, the Committee also had to have regard to the programme type and audience
expectation.

The Committee must acknowledge, and respect, the right to the freedom of expression. However, the
Committee must also acknowledge that the right to freedom of expression in this instance is curtailed by the
broadcasting legislation and in particular, the Code of Programme Standards. On viewing the broadcast, the
Committee was cognisant that the format of the programme is panel based and the main current affairs
topics of the day are discussed and debated by the panel members. Regular viewers would expect the
panel members to express their views and opinions and further, are aware that such views expressed are
those of the panel member alone.

In this particular broadcast, the presenter asked the panel members for their views on the comments made
by the Pope the previous day concerning the accountability of the hierarchy of the Catholic Church for
clerical sexual abuse, which were widely reported on in the media at the time. The Committee would
acknowledge that the comment made by Ms. Nell McCafferty, on which this complaint is based, could be
considered offensive. While the Committee must defer to the right to freedom of expression, the Committee
must also defer to the onus placed on broadcasters by broadcasting legislation that it exercise due care by
taking all reasonable measures that viewers of its service are protected from material which is unduly

Compliance Committee Meeting 11 May 2010 39/45



offensive. The Committee must also be cognisant of the programme format and in this instance, the
comment was made in the course of a live broadcast by a member of the panel. Therefore, what was of
importance to the Committee was if any action was taken to challenge and mitigate the comment.

The Committee noted that the presenter responded immediately to the statement and challenged Ms.
McCafferty, clearly stating that he believed her comment could offend viewers of the Catholic faith. His
challenge to her comment included:

@rievously offensive to many Catholicsé.|l think a |
entitled to be iibngthgPRapahcroésbhas & phallie symhol is deeply offensive to

many conscientious Catholics who are also revolted by the stories of the disclosure of clerical sexual

abuseé. Il think it is grossly wunfairééo

The Committee was of the view that given the live nature of the broadcast and the immediate intervention by
the presenter, the comment was sufficiently challenged. The response of the presenter in the context of a
discussion live on-air was adequate and provided redress for the comment of the panel member.
Accordingly, the complaint was rejected with regard to the Code of Programme Standards, section 3.4 5
persons and groups in society.

Back to index

Complaint made by: Mr. Michael Carroll Ref. No. 225/10
Station: Programme: Date:
TV3 Tonight with Vincent Browne 29 March 2010

Complaint Summary:

Mr . Carroll 6s complaint is submitted under t Hede8r oadca:
Programme Standards, section 3.4.1 persons and groups in society). The complainant states that in the

course of the programme, Ms. Nell McCafferty, a panel member, referred to the Papal Cross in the Phoenix

Park as being a phallic symbol. Mr. Carroll found this remark deeply offensive and possibly criminal in

natur e. The gener al thrust of Nel | Mc Caffertyos con:
compl ainant 6s opinion that she made sweeping statement ¢
panellists were unfortunately silent at her outburst with the exception of Vincent Browne who did question

Ms . Mc Caffertybds tone.

Stationbs Response:

TV3 state that this programme is shown after the watershed and is aimed at an adult audience. It is based

around a panel of guests who discuss current affairs in a challenging and thought-provoking manner. TV3

cannot ensure that all viewers will agree with every on

TV3 state that Ms. McCafferty is a well-known writer and feminist whose opinions can often be provocative.
However, TV3 is cognisant of her right to freedom of speech and allowed her to express her views
accordingly. Vincent Browne stated on several occasions that not everybody would agree with Ms.
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Mc Caf fertyd s twoisapavateanstdnces, put it to her, quite forcefully, that some people may
consider her opinions to be offensive:

6Can | put it to you that a | ot of us are sensitive
be equally sensitivetothecor e bel i efs of Christians?5b
O0Referring to the cross as a phallic symbol I think

TV3 also refer to Article 10 of the European Convention on Human Rights which guarantees freedom of
expression and, in particular, to the decision of the European Court of Human Rights in Handyside v UK
(1979) 1 HEHRR, where the court stated:

iFreedom of expression constitutes one of the essenti e
basic conditions for its progress and for the development of every man. Subject to paragraph 2 of Article 10,

it is applicable not only to éinformationd or O0ideasd t
matter of indifference, but also to those that offend, shock or disturb the State or any sector of the population.

Such are the demands of that pluralism, tolerance and broadmindedness without which there is no
6democratic societybo.

Consequently, TV3 believes that the issue was handled in a sensitive and informative manner and that both
sides of the debate were equally represented.

Decision of Compliance Committee:

The Committee has considered the broadcast, the submissions of the complainant and the broadcaster. The
complaint concerns a comment made by a panel member during a broadcast of the Tonight with Vincent
Browne programme broadcast on 29 March 2010. In assessing this complaint, the Committee had to have
regard to the Code of Programme Standards and in particular, section 3.4.5 persons & groups in society. In
assessing the complaint, the Committee also had to have regard to the programme type and audience
expectation.

The Committee must acknowledge, and respect, the right to the freedom of expression. However, the
Committee must also acknowledge that the right to freedom of expression in this instance is curtailed by the
broadcasting legislation and in particular, the Code of Programme Standards. On viewing the broadcast, the
Committee was cognisant that the format of the programme is panel based and the main current affairs
topics of the day are discussed and debated by the panel members. Regular viewers would expect the
panel members to express their views and opinions and further, are aware that such views expressed are
those of the panel member alone.

In this particular broadcast, the presenter asked the panel members for their views on the comments made
by the Pope the previous day concerning the accountability of the hierarchy of the Catholic Church for
clerical sexual abuse, which were widely reported on in the media at the time. The Committee would
acknowledge that the comment made by Ms. Nell McCafferty, on which this complaint is based, could be
considered offensive. While the Committee must defer to the right to freedom of expression, the Committee
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must also defer to the onus placed on broadcasters by broadcasting legislation that it exercise due care by
taking all reasonable measures that viewers of its service are protected from material which is unduly
offensive. The Committee must also be cognisant of the programme format and in this instance, the
comment was made in the course of a live broadcast by a member of the panel. Therefore, what was of
importance to the Committee was if any action was taken to challenge and mitigate the comment.

The Committee noted that the presenter responded immediately to the statement and challenged Ms.
McCafferty, clearly stating that he believed her comment could offend viewers of the Catholic faith. His
challenge to her comment included:

@rievously offensive to many Catholicsé. | think a | o
entitled to be indignantébut describing the Papal C
many conscientious Catholics who are also revolted by the stories of the disclosure of clerical sexual
abuseé. |l think it is grossly wunfairéo

The Committee was of the view that given the live nature of the broadcast and the immediate intervention by
the presenter, the comment was sufficiently challenged. The response of the presenter in the context of a
discussion live on-air was adequate and provided redress for the comment of the panel member.
Accordingly, the complaint was rejected with regard to the Code of Programme Standards, section 3.4 5
persons and groups in society.

Back to index

Complaint made by: Mr. Peter Leonard Ref. No. 220/10
Station: Programme: Date:
RTE One Nine O6cl ock News 17 March 2010

Complaint Summary:

Mr. Leonardés complaint is submitted under the Broadcas
Code of Programme Standards: section 3.5.2 factual programming). The complainant states that during this

broadcast Mr. Joe Little, Religious & Social Affairs correspondent, gave a report on the issue concerning

Cardinal Sean Brady who is receiving public scrutiny about his involvement in the examination of Fr.

Brendan Smyth for his commission of sexual abuse offences against children in 1975. As part of his report,

Mr. Little referred to and quoted from the New Testament passage of St. Matthews Gospel where Christ

speaks of the judgement t hat wi || befall anyone who 0
guotation is taken from Matthew chapter 18 verses 5-6. Mr. Leonard quotes the passage in full as follows:
AAnyone who welcomes one Ilittle child |Iike this in my n
one of these little ones who have faith in me would be better drowned in the depths of the sea with a great
millstone round his necko.

These words of Christ are clearly meant to be a judgement on anyone who carries out a heinous act or
actions leading to the downfall (abuse) of a child. Mr. Leonard believes Mr. Little quoted from this passage
with clear reference to Fr. Se8n Bradyds (as in 1975)
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conscience and report the sexual abuse carried out by Fr. Brendan Smyth to the Gardai. Such a reference

is a clear inferencethatCar di nall Brady is or wild.l be judged as one of
oneso. Mr . Little is in no position and has no author
Cardinal Brady and for him to make this connection to the words of Christ is, harmful, offensive and

scandalous.

Stationbs Response:

RTE states thaton St Patrickos Day Cardinal Se8&8n Brady in his
Cathedral asked for forgiveness for any suffering he may have caused in the manner in which he had
handled all egations of clerical abuse 35 years ago. RT

reaction to it from various people including representatives of victims of clerical abuse. This report by Adrian
Lydon was followed by a questions and answers session in the studio between the newscaster Eileen
Whel an and RT£06s Religious and Social Affairs Correspon

In his first response, Joe Little explained to viewers that Cardinal Brady had made a humble apology which
was true to the character of the man. Cardinal Brady was according to Mr Little a very sincere man. His
apology had been well received but some victims of abuse were not satisfied and were calling on the
Cardinal to resign.

Inresponsetoamoregeneralquesti on about the Pope Benedictds planne
referred to its three declared aims: repentance, healing and renewal of the church. He suggested that the

process of healing was very difficult and paraphrased a passage from St Mat h e w Gtds béter shpte |

someone who scandalises children has a millstone tied around his neck and be thrown into a lake. He said

that it was difficult to know if healing could take place. It was also difficult Mr Little said to know if Cardinal

Brady could be at the forefront of the renewal of the Church afterwards, meaning after the Papal letter.

I n RTEGs view the remarks made by its Religious and Soc
and fair. Mr . Litt |be feast jgnmental of the @eadmal. it evas campasstonate and
objective. He informed viewers of the Cardinal ds since
Armagh. He also informed viewers that victims of clerical abuse were divided, but that some were calling for
the Cardinal to stand down. Mr . Littlebs reference to
Cardinal, it was simply an indication that Pope Benedic

extremely difficult.

Mr . Littleds final words referring to Cardinal Brady d
renewal of the Church. It was fair comment to say that renewal could not take place unless there had been
healing. And it was also fair to draw the conclusion from all had been said during the interview that the
Cardinal s role at the forefront of that healing was se

RTE believes that Mr. Leonard has fundamentally misunderstood what Mr. Little was saying and that his
reaction to the quotation from St. Mathew is flawed and misdirected.

Decision of Compliance Committee:
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The Committee has considered the broadcast, the submissions of the complainant and the broadcaster. The

complaint concerns a particular reference to a passage i n the bible by RTEOBs Relig
correspondent Mr. Joe Little during a news broadcast on 17 March 2010. In assessing this complaint, the

Committee had to have regard to the factual programming requirements of the Code of Programme

Standards and in particular, the issue of offensive content. The Committee also had to consider the

particular reference in the context of the entire broadcast.

The Ni ne 06 CI| @rovides Neposts on the main news stories of the day. That day, Cardinal Sean
Brady had admitted, in his address to the congregation in Armagh, that his actions in dealing with clerical
child sexual abuse, in particul ar, Fat her Brendan Smytt
He asked for forgiveness for any suffering he may have caused as a result of his actions. This story was, on
that day, a matter of public interest, debate and controversy and, therefore, a legitimate and topical news

story to be reported on. The newsortlper Candismali i | admi
vari ous people including one victim of Fat her Smyth w
address as it was not clear if he was accepting responsibility for his role. The report was followed by an in-

studiointer vi ew wi th RT£6s Religious and Soci al Af fairs Corr e

The news anchor asked Mr. Little 6what 6s the significance oMrtheéeseéetlded
response included:

6. .webve seen Cardinal B r ahoblics irplrelansl and before thb womidsamd f b ef o
concede his own hopeless inadequacy in responding to the hurt caused by clerical child sexual

abuse....... humble apology....very true to the character of the man, very low key, very sincere....And |

think he is asking, is it possible that he can be allowed, have the credibility...but survivors are divided

about this .. .20

The news anchor t hen asked Mr . Little about the | etter
included:

d&e [the Pope} has talked about the repentance, healing and renewal that he hopes will come from
that letter. The most difficult thing there perhaps is healing and | suppose the question arises can
you have ever have healing after this. You know there is a passage in the Gospel of Matthew which
says it is better that someone who scandalises children would have a millstone tied around his neck
and be thrown into a lake. The scripture is so emphatic about the difficulty of healing after child
abuse, itéds di ff i kingdantake plac&kandifCardirfal Beadyacdn behae the front of
the renewal of the Church after it. I'tés that grey.

On hearing the full discussion, the Committee found that the issue being discussed was the impact of clerical
child sexual abuse and the Ch u r ¢ h 6-sip aodowhether the Church could regain trust and support. Mr.

Little addressed this in the context of both Cardinal E
issue. Towards the end of the in-studio discussion, Mr. Little quoted from the Bible when discussing one of
the aspects of the Popeds pending |l etter; that of heal.

difficult aspect, proof of which was evident from scripture.

Compliance Committee Meeting 11 May 2010 44/45



The Committee considered the reference to, and the inclusion of the quote, in his answer was neither
unreasonable nor inappropriate in light of the issue under discussion and the context in which it was used; to
refer to the expected difficulty of a particular aim of the Vatican, that of the process of healing following the
revelations of clerical child sexual abuse.

It was evident that the quote from scripture was
not an expression of Mr. Litt ]l eyd Fhere was novevidenee af contentan
which Mr. Little made a judgment on Cardinal Brady as submitted by the complainant. The complaint was
rejected with regard to the Code of Programme Standards, section 3.5.2 factual programming.

Back to index
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