
 

Getting the best out of the BBC for licence fee payers 

Finding of the Editorial 
Standards Committee 
Panorama: A Walk in 
the Park 
March and September 2012 issued November 2012 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 



Editorial Standards Findings/Appeals to the Trust and other editorial issues considered 

by the Editorial Standards Committee 
 

March and September 2012 issued November 2012  

 

Remit of the Editorial Standards Committee 1 

Note about this bulletin 3 

Panorama: A Walk in the Park, BBC One, 18 January 2010 4 
Decision with regard to the admissibility of the appeal 4 
Decision with regard to elements accepted on appeal 99 

Contents 



 

March and September 2012 issued November 2012 1 

 

Remit of the Editorial 
Standards Committee 
The Editorial Standards Committee (ESC) is responsible for assisting the Trust in securing 

editorial standards. It has a number of responsibilities, set out in its Terms of Reference at 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/bbctrust/assets/files/pdf/about/how_we_operate/committees/2011/

esc_tor.pdf.  

The Committee comprises five Trustees: Alison Hastings (Chairman), Mehmuda Mian, 

David Liddiment, Richard Ayre and Lord Williams. It is advised and supported by the Trust 

Unit. 

In line with the ESC’s responsibility for monitoring the effectiveness of handling editorial 
complaints by BBC management, the Committee considers appeals against the decisions 
and actions of the BBC’s Editorial Complaints Unit (ECU) or of a BBC Director with 
responsibility for the BBC’s output (if the editorial complaint falls outside the remit of the 
ECU).  
 
The Committee may consider appeals concerning complaints which allege that:  
 

 the complainant has suffered unfair treatment in a transmitted programme, item 
or piece of online content, or in the process of making the programme, item or 
online content 

 

 the complainant’s privacy has been unjustifiably infringed, either in a transmitted 
programme or item, or in the process of making the programme or item or online 
content 

 

 there has otherwise been a failure to observe required editorial standards.  
 
However, not all requests for appeal qualify for consideration by the ESC. The Editorial 
Complaints and Appeals procedure1 explains that: 
 

5.10  The Trust will only consider an appeal if it raises “a matter of 
substance”.2 This will ordinarily mean that in the opinion of the Trust there is 
a reasonable prospect that the appeal will be upheld as amounting to a breach 
of the Editorial Guidelines. In deciding whether an appeal raises a matter of 
substance, the Trust may consider (in fairness to the interests of all licence fee 
payers in general) whether it is appropriate, proportionate and cost-effective to 
consider the appeal.3 The Trust may not consider an appeal that is trivial, 
misconceived, hypothetical, repetitious or otherwise vexatious. The Trust may 
also decline to consider an appeal which includes gratuitously abusive or 
offensive language if the complainant refuses to reword it after being invited to 
do so. 

 

                                                
1 

http://downloads.bbc.co.uk/bbctrust/assets/files/pdf/regulatory_framework/protocols/2012/complaints_fr_work_ed_complai

nts.pdf 

2 Under the Charter and Agreement, the Trust has a role as final arbiter in appropriate cases, and must provide a right of 

appeal in cases that raise a matter of substance. 

3 For example, if an appeal raises a relatively minor issue that would be complicated, time-consuming or expensive to 

resolve, the Trust may decide that the appeal does not raise a matter of substance, and decline to consider it. 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/bbctrust/assets/files/pdf/about/how_we_operate/committees/2011/esc_tor.pdf
http://www.bbc.co.uk/bbctrust/assets/files/pdf/about/how_we_operate/committees/2011/esc_tor.pdf
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In deciding whether an appeal qualifies for consideration, the Committee may also decide 
to take only part of the appeal, and consider only some of the issues raised.  
 
Where an appeal or part of an appeal qualifies for consideration, the Committee will aim 
to provide the complainant with its final decision within 80 working days of accepting the 
request for an appeal.  
 
The findings for all appeals accepted by the Committee are reported in this bulletin, 
Editorial Standards Findings: Appeals to the Trust and other editorial issues considered by 
the Editorial Standards Committee.  
 

Where it is considered that an appeal does not qualify for consideration, the Trust Unit will 

write to the complainant within 40 working days of receipt of the request for an appeal, 

declining to put the matter before the Committee and explaining the reasons. If the 

complainant disagrees with this view then they may, within 10 working days, ask the 

Editorial Standards Committee to review the decision, and the matter will be reviewed at 

the next available meeting of the Committee. 

 
The Committee will then decide whether it agrees with the decision not to proceed with 
the appeal, and again will aim to provide the complainant with its decision within 80 
working days of receipt of the request for review. Any appeals that the Committee has 
declined to consider under the above criteria are reported in the bulletin under the 
heading Rejected Appeals. 
 
If the Committee disagrees with the decision not to proceed with the appeal, the 
complainant will be informed following the meeting and the appeal will be considered, 
following investigation, at a later meeting. In this case the 80 working day time period will 
start again from the date the Committee informs the complainant it will hear the appeal. 
 
Achievement against these target response times is reported in the BBC’s Annual Report 
and Accounts: http://www.bbc.co.uk/annualreport/. In line with its duty to consider topics 
of editorial concern to the Committee, whether or not such concern arises from a formal 
complaint, and to commission information requests from the Trust Unit or Executive to 
support such consideration, the Committee also from time to time requests the Executive 
to report to the Committee regarding breaches which have been accepted by the 
Executive and are therefore not subject to appeal to the Committee. The bulletin also may 
contain findings relating to such cases.  
 
The bulletin also includes any remedial action/s directed by the Committee.  
 
It is published at bbc.co.uk/bbctrust and is available from:  
 
The Secretary, Editorial Standards Committee  
BBC Trust Unit  
180 Great Portland Street  
London W1W 5QZ  

http://www.bbc.co.uk/annualreport/
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Note about this bulletin 
 

This bulletin contains the Editorial Standards Committee’s finding on an appeal regarding 
Panorama: A Walk in the Park which was broadcast on BBC One on 18 January 2010. 
 
The matter was considered by the Committee in two parts on two separate occasions. 
First, on 29 March 2012 with regard to the admissibility of the appeal. Second, on 19 
September 2012 with regard to the elements which had been accepted by the Committee 
for consideration on appeal.  
 
The two parts are presented in this bulletin separately in the order in which they were 
taken. 
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Panorama: A Walk in the Park, 
BBC One, 18 January 2010 

Decision with regard to the admissibility of the appeal 

 
The complainant asked the Editorial Standards Committee (the "Committee") to review 
the decision of the Head of Editorial Standards not to proceed with any aspects of his 
appeal.  
 
1. The complaint 
 
1.1 The complaint concerns the Panorama programme, A Walk in the Park, which was 
broadcast on 18 January 2010. The complainant argues that the programme breached the 
BBC’s Editorial Guidelines on accuracy and impartiality. In his appeal to the BBC Trust, the 
complainant also raised objections about the way in which his complaint was handled by 
the BBC. 
 
2. Stage 1 
 
2.1 The complainant wrote to BBC Complaints on 25 February 2010 to complain that 
the programme failed to comply with the BBC's obligations of accuracy and impartiality. 
The complainant said that the programme as a whole was biased and listed 22 specific 
ways in which he considered the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines. 
 
2.2 The complainant received a response from BBC Information (the complainant said 
that he received the letter, which was undated, on 2 July 2010), in which BBC Information 
apologised for the delay in replying to his complaint. The letter from BBC Information set 
out why Panorama decided to focus on the issue of East Jerusalem. 
 
2.3 The complainant wrote to BBC Complaints on 5 July 2010 stating that the letter he 
received did not address any of his specific criticisms of the programme. The complainant 
requested a further response and complained about the "tardiness and inadequacy" of the 
response he received.  
 
2.4 The complainant received a letter from the Complaints Advisor for News and 
Current Affairs (BBC Audience Services) dated 29 October 2010. The Complaints Advisor 
apologised for the very long delay in replying to the complainant and said that this was 
"due to an administration error on our behalf". The Complaints Advisor set out a response 
from the programme makers concerning why Panorama decided to focus on the issue of 
East Jerusalem. The Complaints Advisor then addressed specific issues raised in the 
complaint.  
 
3. Stage 2 
 
3.1 The complainant wrote to the Editorial Complaints Unit (the "ECU") on 22 
November 2010 to ask the ECU to investigate his complaints that the programme failed to 
comply with the BBC's obligations of accuracy and impartiality. The complainant repeated 
his complaint that the programme as a whole was biased and listed 22 specific complaints 
about the programme. The complainant also complained about the delay at stage 1 of the 
complaints process in addressing his complaint.   
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3.2 The complainant received a response from the ECU dated 26 November 2010, in 
which the ECU set out a summary of the complaint. The ECU apologised that it had taken 
so long for the complaint to reach it. However, the ECU explained that its remit did not 
extend to considering the handling of complaints and therefore it would be inappropriate 
for the ECU to make a finding on the time taken to address the complaint.  
 
3.3 On 29 December 2010, the complainant provided comments on the ECU's 
summary of his complaint. The complainant added a list of the main points made by the 
programme together with a brief summary of some of the reasons why he considered 
those points to be false, misleading and/or biased (Points A - K). The complainant 
explained that "in doing so, I do not intend to add to or subtract from points already 
made, but rather to order some of them by reference to the main points made in the 
programme, instead of the chronological order in which they arose as the programme was 
broadcast".  
 
3.4 The ECU provided the complainant with the outcome of its investigation in a letter 
dated 19 January 2011. The ECU acknowledged that the complainant believed that the 
programme as a whole was biased and said that it had considered this broad concern 
when reaching its decision on his complaint. The approach taken by the ECU was to 
address each specific point in the complaint (items 1 - 22) using the revised summary 
provided by the complainant while keeping in mind the over-arching points made by the 
complainant (Points A - K).  The letter from the ECU set out the reasons why the ECU 
decided not to uphold the complaint.  
 
4. Stage 3 
 
4.1 The complainant sent a letter of appeal to the BBC Trust dated 15 February 2011. 
The complainant enclosed a summary of his appeal as well as an analysis of the ECU 
decision. The complainant also provided an email exchange with a contributor in the 
programme, Mr Spielman, as well as an email from the Jerusalem Municipality.  The 
complainant wrote to the BBC Trust on 30 March 2011, enclosing a slightly amended 
version of his analysis of the ECU decision.  
 
4.2 The Head of Editorial Standards wrote to the complainant on 12 September 2011 
and set out the reasons why she did not propose to put any of the aspects of the 
complainant's appeal before the Committee for its consideration. The Head of Editorial 
Standards apologised for the length of time taken to respond to the complainant with her 
decision on whether his appeal should be put before the Committee for its consideration. 
The Head of Editorial Standards highlighted that the complainant had provided extensive 
documentation with his letter of appeal and that each of the 22 specific complaints in his 
appeal contain numerous grounds of complaint. Further, the Head of Editorial Standards 
explained that as the Committee has already published its decision on an appeal 
regarding the same programme (the "January 2011 Appeal") in its January 2011 bulletin4, 
it was necessary to review the complainant's appeal in detail and the Committee's finding 
on the January 2011 Appeal to determine whether there was any overlap between the 
issues raised in his appeal and the issues considered by the Committee in the January 
2011 Appeal.  
 
4.3 In her letter dated 12 September 2011, the Head of Editorial Standards set out the 
reasons why she did not consider that any aspects of the complaint should be considered 
on appeal.  
 

                                                
4 http://www.bbc.co.uk/bbctrust/assets/files/pdf/appeals/esc_bulletins/2010/dec.pdf 
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4.4 The complainant wrote to the Head of Editorial Standards on 7 October 2011 to 
ask the Committee to review the Head of Editorial Standards' decision. The complainant 
provided the reasons why he did not agree with the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
in relation to items 1 - 19 of his appeal on 11 January 2012 and provided the reasons why 
he did not agree with her decision in relation to the remainder of his appeal on 5 February 
2012.  
 
4.5 The Committee was provided with the a copy of: the ECU's decision on the 
complaint dated 19 January 2011; correspondence between the complainant and the 
Trust Unit; an English translation of an email from the Jerusalem Municipality which the 
complainant had provided in Hebrew; sections of the 2005 version of the Editorial 
Guidelines on accuracy and impartiality; a transcript of the programme; the programme; 
and the Committee's finding on the January 2011 Appeal. 
 
5. The Editorial Guidelines 
 
5.1 The programme was broadcast on 18 January 2010, before the current version of 
the Editorial Guidelines came into force. Therefore, the 2005 version of the Editorial 
Guidelines apply to the complainant's appeal . The Committee noted that the relevant 
sections from the 2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines which apply to this appeal are 
the sections on accuracy and impartiality.  
 
6. The Committee's decision 
 
6.1 The Committee reviewed the Head of Editorial Standards' decision at its meeting 
on 29 March 2012 and considered whether any aspects of the complainant's appeal raise 
a matter of substance and should be considered on appeal.  
 
The appeal as a whole 
 
6.2 The Committee noted the complainant's comments that it is necessary to consider 
the cumulative effect of a series of statements in his appeal, as the combined effect may 
be substantial, even if each statement does not raise a matter of substance when 
considered on its own. Therefore, it would be unfair to attempt to reject particular issues, 
even if those issues do not in themselves raise a matter of substance. The Committee 
considered whether it would be appropriate in this case to consider each issue in the 
complainant's appeal separately. 
 
6.3 The Committee agreed that it is not obliged to consider all aspects of an appeal 
together. The Complaints Framework states that: 
 
"In considering whether or not to take a complaint/appeal, the Trust may decide that it is 
appropriate to take only part of a complaint/appeal and so accept a complaint/appeal on 
this aspect of the complaint/appeal alone" (paragraph 5.3(b) of the Complaints 
Framework). 
  
6.4 The Committee considered that the issues raised in the complainant's appeal were 
sufficiently separable so that it would be appropriate in this case to decide whether each 
individual issue in the complainant's appeal raises a matter of substance. 
 
6.5 The Committee noted that if an aspect of the complainant's appeal does not raise 
a matter of substance in itself, it would not qualify to be considered on appeal by simply 
combining it with other aspects of the complainant's appeal which also do not raise a 
matter of substance. The Committee agreed that if it accepted any issue on appeal it 
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would, as usual, consider each individual issue which was taken on appeal and then 
consider the overall effect of any breaches of the Editorial Guidelines.  
 
6.6 The complainant was concerned that both the ECU and the Head of Editorial 
Standards did not keep in mind major distortions in the main themes of the programme 
which he identified. The complainant said that the ECU and the Head of Editorial 
Standards failed to address many aspects of the complaint bearing on those points and 
failed to consider the cumulative effect where those themes run through several items.  
 
6.7 The Committee noted that in its decision, the ECU made it clear that while it 
addressed each of the specific points in his complaint in turn (items 1 - 22), the ECU kept 
the overarching Points A-K in mind during its consideration of the complaint. The ECU 
considered that it made sense to "address the specific issues, while recognising that each 
point will contribute towards the overall impression that viewers might take from the 
programme". Also, in his correspondence with the ECU, the complainant said that he 
added Points A - K to order some of the points in his complaint by reference to the main 
points made in the programme. The complainant said that "In doing so, I do not intend to 
add to or subtract from points already made". The Committee concluded that the issues 
raised in Points A - K of the complainant's appeal are also contained within items 1 - 22 of 
the complainant's appeal. Therefore, the complaint that the ECU and the Head of Editorial 
Standards failed to address aspects of the complaint relating to Points A - K does not raise 
a matter of substance. The Committee agreed that it was not necessary to separately 
consider whether the Points A - K raise a matter of substance as the issues in Points A - K 
are contained within items 1 - 22 of the complainant's appeal.  
 
Reliance on the Committee's finding on the January 2011 Appeal 
 
6.8 In his letter of 11 January, the complainant argued that no reliance should be 
placed on the Committee's finding on the January 2011 Appeal because the finding is 
"dishonest for the reasons published by the complainant, CAMERA ".  The complainant 
also alleges that the Committee's finding on the January 2011 Appeal is so irrational that 
"one can have no confidence in the integrity of those who participated in that decision" 
and suggested that those who participated in the Committee's decision on the January 
2011 Appeal should "consider their positions". Further, the complainant commented that 
the Committee's finding on the January 2011 Appeal "reeks of bias". The Committee 
confirmed that it did not consider that its finding on the January 2011 Appeal was 
irrational. 
 
6.9 The Committee noted the complainant's concerns regarding reliance on its finding 
on the January 2011 Appeal and also referred to a letter from the Head of Governance 
(BBC Trust) to the complainant regarding a video produced by CAMERA regarding the 
programme, which was available on YouTube. The Committee agreed that it was not 
aware of any basis for the complainant's allegations that its finding on the January 2011 
Appeal was dishonest or tainted by bias.  
 
6.10 The Committee also noted the complainant's concerns that it is unfair and wrong 
to reject any issues raised in his appeal on the basis of the Committee's finding on the 
January 2011 Appeal as: that appeal was decided without considering the arguments  
which he had provided to the Committee and the complainant also did not have an 
opportunity to comment on the arguments put forward in the January 2011 Appeal.  
 
6.11 The complainant also said that the Committee should not rely on its finding on the 
January 2011 Appeal when deciding whether or not any aspects of his appeal raise a 
matter of substance because the Committee did not have the benefit of evidence which 
he submitted to the Trust when reaching its conclusions on the January 2011 Appeal. The 
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evidence the complainant referred to was an email exchange with a contributor in the 
programme, Mr Spielman (a representative of Elad) dated 11 November 2010, an email 
from the Jerusalem Municipality dated 18 November 2010 and his analysis of CCTV 
footage concerning the incident in which Ahmed Qareen was shot.  
 
6.12 The Committee acknowledged that the complainant did not participate in the 
January 2011 Appeal. However, the Committee noted that the complainant had ample 
opportunity to review the Committee's finding on the January 2011 Appeal (which was 
published on the BBC Trust website in January 2011) and to take the Committee's 
reasoning into account in his correspondence with the BBC Trust.  
 
6.13 The Committee agreed to take the complainant's evidence into account when 
reviewing the Head of Editorial Standards' decision. The Committee confirmed that it 
would also take into account its conclusions in the January 2011 Appeal finding to the 
extent that those conclusions are relevant to the complainant's appeal. 
 
7. Delay 
 
7.1 The complainant said that the BBC has not provided any satisfactory explanation 
for the delays in the handling of his complaint and the failure to ensure that it was 
considered by the Committee at the same time as the January 2011 Appeal. The 
complainant also alleged that the Executive may have deliberately avoided the possibility 
of having his appeal and the January 2011 Appeal considered together to avoid the best 
combination of arguments being presented to the Committee. 
 
7.2 The Committee accepted that there was delay in dealing with the complainant's 
appeal. However, the Committee noted that the complainant had received apologies for 
the delay at both stages 1 and 2 of the complaints process. Also, the Head of Editorial 
Standards explained in her letter of 12 September why it had taken so long to write to the 
complainant regarding her decision on whether his appeal qualifies for consideration by 
the Committee.  
 
7.3 The Committee took the view that there is nothing on the face of the documents it 
reviewed to indicate that there was any deliberate delay by the Executive in relation to 
the complainant's appeal. The Committee noted that the delays at stage 1 of the 
complaints process during the period when the complainant made his complaint to the 
BBC affected a large number of complainants. The Committee agreed that it had not seen 
any evidence to suggest that the complainant's appeal was deliberately singled out and 
delayed by the BBC.  
 
7.4 The Committee concluded that the complaint that the BBC deliberately delayed 
progressing the complainant's appeal and the more general complaint about delay do not 
raise a matter of substance, noting that it would not be cost effective or proportionate to 
take those aspects of the complainant's appeal further.  
 
8. Interpretation of the Editorial Guidelines 
 
8.1 In his appeal, the complainant says that both the ECU and the Head of Editorial 
Standards misinterpreted the Editorial Guidelines in a number of ways.  
 
8.2 The complainant argues that both the Head of Editorial Standards and the ECU 
wrongly consider that due impartiality does not require that a particular point of view 
needs to be balanced by the inclusion of an opposing point of view. The complainant 
takes the view that the BBC is required to provide a balanced discussion of each subject 
covered in a news or current affairs programme.  
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8.3 The Head of Editorial Standards explained in her letter of 12 September that she 
agreed with the ECU that due impartiality does not require that every point of view on a 
particular subject or issue should be included or that a particular point of view needs to 
be balanced by the inclusion of an opposing point of view "provided that balance is 
achieved over the course of the programme as a whole". The complainant commented 
that the interpretation of the Editorial Guidelines on this point is a matter of substance 
with implications going beyond the BBC's coverage of the Middle East.  
 
8.4 The complainant also referred to a statement made by the Committee in its finding 
on the January 2011 Appeal that it did not consider that it was necessary in each section 
of a film to achieve due impartiality within the section. The complainant argued that if 
section means topic, this is incorrect. Also, if section means a segment in time of a 
programme, the introduction must normally be impartial to avoid compromising the 
impartiality of the programme overall.  
 
8.5 The Committee noted that the Editorial Guidelines set out that impartiality must 
be: ‘adequate and appropriate to our [the BBC’s] output. Our approach to achieving it will 
therefore vary according to the nature of the subject, the type of output, the likely 
audience expectation and the extent to which the content and approach is signalled.  
Impartiality is described in the Agreement as ‘due impartiality’. It requires us to be fair 
and open minded when examining the evidence and weighing all the material facts as 
well as being objective and even handed in our approach to a subject. It does not require 
the representation of every argument or facet of every argument on every occasion or an 
equal division of time for each view.’  
 
8.6 The Committee acknowledged that it was not practicable or possible to include 
every view and every variation of a view and every fact on a subject in a programme. The 
Committee was aware that such programming would be unwatchable and the amount of 
information required to do so would obscure the arguments and facts. The Committee 
accepted that there would always be a range of views on what should and should not be 
included as well as how content should be included but it was inevitable that an editorial 
selection would be made. The Editorial Guidelines made allowance for this by explaining 
that impartiality could be achieved in different ways but that the end result should be 
adequate and appropriate.  
 
8.7 The Committee noted that the Editorial Guidelines make it clear that audience 
expectations affect the way impartiality is approached. The Committee was aware that 
audience expectations are in part set by the audience’s familiarity with a programme, its 
presenters, its reporters and its style. In this case the Committee was also aware that 
Panorama was well known as the flag ship current affairs programme of the BBC. Further, 
audiences would expect its reports to be in the form of a narrative documentary, to be 
investigative as well as hard hitting, using real cases to engage the audience and allowing 
interviewees to express their own views.   
 
8.8 The Committee noted that in a current affairs documentary such as this one the 
opening pre-title sequence and post title piece to camera or commentary generally signals 
to the audience what the programme will be about in terms of content and approach. This 
signalling assists in setting audience expectations. In particular the Committee noted that 
it was clear at the outset that the programme would be about the dispute between 
Palestinians and Israelis over East Jerusalem, and, in particular: the eviction of 
Palestinians and the demolishing of houses; Israeli archaeology in East Jerusalem; the 
school run with armed guards; the fear of violence from neighbours; and a walking tour in 
a ‘park’. Typically the opening sequence acted as a short menu or ‘tease’ and invited the 
audience to watch but did not explain every aspect (e.g. the ‘walk in the park’ or the 
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archaeology) but left some thoughts hanging to be explained later. The interview extracts 
included in the opening of the programme were two opposing positions. One wanted Jews 
all over East Jerusalem and the other saw Israeli actions as tantamount to ethnic 
cleansing.  The opening of the programme could only be fully understood by reference to 
the programme as a whole. The Committee was clear that the opening of the programme 
did not need to be duly impartial in its own right, provided that it was duly impartial in the 
context of the programme as a whole. 
 
8.9 The Committee also noted that in a narrative documentary such as this with a 
walking tour as the narrative device, which both holds the programme together and gives 
it a forward motion, audiences generally understand that the programme is likely to 
include extracts from interviews and then move on rather than keep returning to the 
same interviewees time and again during the programme. Thus a response to a point or a 
series of points may be given towards the end of the programme due to the exigencies of 
the narrative structure combined with the need to set out a case to answer and then to 
hear a reply.  
 
8.10 Taking all this together the Committee noted that it would expect impartiality to be 
achieved over the course of the programme as opposed to within each individual 
segment. It would expect the key themes to be those set out in pre and post title 
sequences and it would expect balancing views to be conveyed either through reporter 
commentary or through comments from interviewees in a way that did not interrupt the 
narrative and documentary style. The Committee accepted that not every point needs to 
be answered in a programme, however, the most serious allegations should be dealt with 
in the programme (although not necessarily at the same length as the allegation).  
 
8.11 The Committee's decision regarding whether each of the individual issues in the 
complainant's appeal raise a matter of substance is set out below. 
 
9. Item 1: The programme only covered steps allegedly taken by Israel or 
Jewish groups to strengthen their claims to parts of Jerusalem and did not 
mention steps taken by Arab or Palestinian authorities or groups to strengthen 
their claims to Jerusalem and even to destroy evidence supporting Jewish 
claims. 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
9.1 The complainant commented that the programme only addressed steps allegedly 
taken by Israel or Jewish groups to strengthen their claims to parts of Jerusalem. 
However, it did not mention steps taken by Arab or Palestinian authorities or groups to 
strengthen their claims to Jerusalem or even to destroy evidence supporting Jewish claims 
(for example, construction of underground mosques in the Temple Mount or efforts to 
buy property in the city for Palestinian/Arab interests). 
 
9.2 The complainant took the view that there was an error in the ECU's approach 
because the programme described the situation as a "war" (and the actions of both sides 
should have been covered). The complainant said that the ECU failed to recognise that 
the programme was not limited to the construction and demolition of buildings, but also 
emphasised Israeli archaeological investigations. 
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
9.3 The Head of Editorial Standards noted that programme makers are entitled to 
focus on particular issues without also including every perspective. Further, the 
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programme makers' decision not to refer to the purchase of properties by Palestinian 
organisations was editorially justified. 
 
9.4 The Head of Editorial Standards noted that the programme did not state that the 
situation in East Jerusalem is a "war". Also, in the January 2011 Appeal, the Committee 
determined that the programme's treatment of archaeology was duly impartial. The 
Committee considered the use of words such as "weapons" and "battlefield" in the 
programme and concluded that the use of such language did not demonstrate partiality 
(page 18 of the Committee's January 2011 bulletin  which contains the Committee's 
finding on the January 2011 Appeal (the "Bulletin")). Further, the Committee found that 
the programme was duly accurate and duly impartial overall (page 35 of the Bulletin). The 
Head of Editorial Standards considered that the substance of the complaint that the 
programme should have included information relating to construction by Palestinian 
authorities has already been dealt with by the Committee in the January 2011 Appeal 
(pages 7, 32 and 33 of the Bulletin).  
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
9.5 The complainant argued that both the ECU and the Head of Editorial Standards 
misinterpreted the Editorial Guidelines and/or their decisions were irrational. The 
complainant commented that the BBC has an obligation to be fair, open-minded, objective 
and even handed in its approach to a subject. The complainant considered that the Head 
of Editorial Standards' letter of 12 September mischaracterised the complaint and the 
complainant also said that he was right that the programme characterised the situation as 
a kind of war.  
 
9.6 The complainant did not accept that the Committee's reasoning in the January 
2011 Appeal addressed the substance of the issues raised in his appeal, for example: the 
Committee did not consider the programme's failure to include information concerning the 
construction by Palestinian authorities; the Committee is likely to have wrongly 
understood references to excavations on Temple Mount to mean excavations and 
dumping of artefacts between 1948 and 1967; and the Committee did not have the 
benefit of the evidence submitted by the complainant when making its decision on the 
January 2011 Appeal. 
 
The Committee's decision 
 
9.7 In relation to the complaint that the programme characterised the situation as a 
kind of war, the Committee noted that it considered the use of words such as "weapons" 
and "battlefield" in the programme as part of the January 2011 Appeal and found that the 
use of such language did not demonstrate partiality (page 18 of the Bulletin). Further, as 
part of the January 2011 Appeal, the Committee considered the "vast effort by Palestinian 
leaders, clerics and academics to deny and undermine Israel's connection to Jewish holy 
sites and shrines, and to erase evidence of Jewish habitation and heritage in Jerusalem's 
holy basin" in relation to programme's treatment of history and archaeology (pages 31 - 
32 of the Bulletin). The Committee confirmed that its conclusions on the programme's 
treatment of history and archaeology are relevant to its decision on whether this aspect of 
the complainant's appeal regarding steps taken by Arab and Palestinian groups to 
strengthen their claims to Jersualem and destroy evidence supporting Jewish claims raises 
a matter of substance.  
 
9.8 The Committee noted the complainant's concerns that its finding on the January 
2011 Appeal was based on incorrect information. The Committee referred to the email 
exchange which the complainant had provided with a representative of Elad, Mr Spielman, 
who was interviewed in the programme. In that email exchange, Mr Spielman alleged that 
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the programme was an "absolute hatchet job" of his interview with Jane Corbin and that 
all his solid answers had been cut out. The Committee noted that at this stage it is 
considering whether any aspects of the complainant's appeal raise a matter of substance 
and should be considered on appeal rather than the substantive question of whether the 
programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to any aspects of the 
complainant's appeal. At this stage, the Committee has not asked the programme makers 
to respond to the complainant's email exchange with Mr Spielman and the complainant's 
comments regarding that email.  
 
9.9 The Committee acknowledged that the reasoning for its decision on the January 
2011 Appeal in relation to the programme's treatment of history and archaeology included 
an extract from an interview with Mr Spielman. In its finding on the January 2011 Appeal, 
the Committee concluded that "for a half hour programme, a Jewish perspective on 
archaeology had been adequately represented in the interview with Mr Spielman" (page 
33 of the Bulletin). 
 
9.10 However, the Committee noted that the email from Mr Spielman was in response 
to an email from the complainant which mainly focussed on item 13 of his appeal 
concerning the description of Elad as an "exclusionary settler organisation". Further, in 
the email, Mr Spielman's comments primarily concern Elad's relationship with its Arab 
neighbours. In his email to the complainant, Mr Spielman did not mention steps taken by 
Arab or Palestinian groups or authorities to strengthen their claims to Jerusalem or to 
destroy evidence supporting Jewish claims and Mr Spielman did not mention this issue in 
the extracts from his interview which were included in the programme.  
 
9.11 The Committee agreed with the Head of Editorial Standards that programme 
makers are entitled to decide to focus on particular issues without also including every 
perspective. In the circumstances, the Committee decided that it was within the 
programme makers' editorial discretion to decide whether or not to mention steps taken 
by Arab or Palestinian groups or authorities to strengthen their claims to Jerusalem or 
allegations that they destroy evidence supporting Jewish claims. 
 
9.12 The Committee decided item 1 of the complainant's appeal concerning whether 
the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines by not mentioning steps allegedly taken 
by Arab or Palestinian groups or authorities to strengthen their claims to Jerusalem or to 
destroy evidence supporting Jewish claims does not have a reasonable prospect of 
success. In reaching this decision, the Committee took into account its finding on the 
January 2011 Appeal, the complainant's comments and complainant's email exchange 
with Mr Spielman.  
 
9.13 The complainant said that by focussing on the extract from the Editorial Guidelines 
that "It does not require the representation of every argument or facet of every argument 
on every occasion or an equal division of time for each view", the Head of Editorial 
Standards ignored the obligation to be fair, open-minded, objective and even-handed in 
the approach to a subject, including the choice of aspects to be covered. Also, the 
complainant said that if the BBC is not fair, open minded, objective and even handed, it is 
difficult to see how it can provide "comprehensive, authoritative and impartial 
coverage…to support fair and informed debate" or "reflect a wide range of opinion and 
explore a range and conflict of views so that no significant strand of thought is knowingly 
unreflected or under represented" or "ensure that we avoid bias or an imbalance of views 
on controversial subjects".  
 
9.14 The Committee noted that, in her letter of 12 September, the Head of Editorial 
Standards agreed with the ECU's statement that "it was a legitimate editorial decision to 
focus on the topical and controversial issue of the Israeli building programme." The 
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Committee agreed that the fact that the Head of Editorial Standards did not specifically 
refer to the requirement to be fair, open-minded, objective and even handed does not 
mean that she ignored that requirement when assessing the complainant's appeal. The 
Committee noted that the Editorial Guidelines allow the BBC to "exercise our editorial 
freedom to produce content about any subject, at any point on the spectrum of debate, 
as long as there are good editorial reasons for doing so". It also allows programme 
makers to “explore or report on a specific aspect of an issue or provide an opportunity for 
a single view to be expressed, but in doing so we do not misrepresent opposing views.” 
The Committee agreed that the disputed status of East Jerusalem was a legitimate 
subject for a Panorama and that there were good editorial reasons for looking at aspects 
of that dispute such as the combination of issues set out in the introduction to the 
Panorama. The Committee accepted that Panorama had identified its subject matter and 
had signalled clearly what it was examining. It was necessary for Panorama to be fair and 
open minded when examining the evidence and weighing all material facts and to be 
objective and even handed in its approach to the subject. However, the argument that 
Panorama was required to expand its chosen subject to include steps taken by Arab or 
Palestinian groups or authorities to strengthen their claims to Jerusalem or allegations 
that they destroy evidence supporting Jewish claims does not have a reasonable prospect 
of success. The Committee noted that the complaint that the programme breached the 
Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 1 does not raise a matter of substance. The 
Committee also noted that it would not be cost effective and proportionate to consider 
this issue concerning the Head of Editorial Standards' interpretation of the Editorial 
Guidelines on appeal. For all of the above reasons, the Committee decided that this 
aspect of the complainant's appeal does not raise a matter of substance.  
 
9.15 The complainant also said that the ECU misinterpreted the Editorial Guidelines by 
deciding that it was duly impartial for a programme to consider only one side's actions in 
a war. In its decision, the ECU stated that "it was a legitimate editorial decision to focus 
on the topical and controversial issue of the Israeli building programme". The Committee 
noted that the Head of Editorial Standards explained in her letter of 12 September, that 
there may be many different opinions regarding an issue. The Head of Editorial Standards 
noted that in relation to this aspect of his complaint, the complainant referred to the ECU 
statement that "One of the key requirements for achieving due impartiality and due 
accuracy, particularly in a programme on a controversial issue, is to ensure that 
programmes consider and examine both sides of the relevant issues, and approach the 
subject matter in an appropriately even-handed manner". Following this statement, the 
ECU added "That generally means that a range of views have to be expressed and 
contributors with different perspectives should be included to ensure that due impartiality 
is achieved". The Committee agreed with the Head of Editorial Standards that the ECU 
clarified that it did not mean that there could only be two sides to an issue. Further, as 
explained above in paragraphs [9.7 - 9.12], the Committee decided that the argument 
that the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 1 of the 
complainant's appeal does not have a reasonable prospect of success. The Committee 
also noted that the ECU's decision was based on the 2005 version of the Editorial 
Guidelines, which only apply to programmes broadcast before 18 October 2010. 
Therefore, a decision of the Committee concerning the ECU's interpretation of the 2005 
version of the Editorial Guidelines in relation to this complaint would have no practical 
application to programmes broadcast from 18 October 2010. As a result, it would not be 
cost effective or proportionate to consider the ECU's interpretation of the 2005 version of 
the Editorial Guidelines on appeal. For the combined reasons that: the Committee agreed 
that the ECU clarified it did not mean that there could only be two sides to an issue; the 
complainant's argument that the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation 
to item 1 does not have a reasonable prospect of success; and there is little practical 
value going forward in considering the ECU's interpretation of the 2005 version of the 
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Editorial Guidelines, the Committee decided that this aspect of the complainant's appeal 
does not raise a matter of substance.  
 
10. Item 2: The programme did not include information concerning the 
strengthening connection of all the Abrahamic faiths within Jerusalem and the 
growth of all its ethnic groups since the city was united under Israeli rule in 
1967.  
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
10.1 The complainant said that the programme failed to mention the strengthening of 
all the Abrahamaic faiths with Jerusalem and the growth of all its ethnic groups since 
1967. The complainant noted that Israeli authorities' municipal improvements (including 
enhancing facilities and access for residents, tourists and pilgrims of all faiths and 
countries) benefit Arab and Jewish residents of Jerusalem both directly and indirectly, and 
result in the promotion of tourism and pilgrimage which boosts the city's economy. 
However, the programme looked only at the alleged negative impact of planning controls 
and the clearing of wasteland and ignored the positive contribution made by these urban 
improvements.  
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
10.2 The Head of Editorial Standards agreed with the ECU that the programme makers 
set out the scope of the programme. Further, the Head of Editorial Standards said that 
due accuracy and impartiality do not require the programme makers to explain or 
consider broader issues such as the growth of all ethnic groups in Jerusalem. 
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
10.3 The complainant took the view that no rational person would conclude the scope 
of the programme was limited to actions being taken to change the demographic of East 
Jerusalem. The complainant said that even if it was, it was biased, misleading and 
irrational not to mention the growth in the Arab population of Jerusalem under Israeli 
rule. The complainant considered that the Head of Editorial Standards' decision was based 
on her misinterpretation of the BBC's obligation and/or was irrational. 
 
The Committee's decision 
  
10.4 The Committee noted that Panorama is a half hour programme and that 
programme makers are entitled to decide to focus on particular issues without also 
including every perspective. The Committee decided that this aspect of the complainant's 
appeal concerning whether the programme should have included information suggested 
by the complainant does not have a reasonable prospect of success.  
 
10.5 The complainant also said that the Head of Editorial Standards misinterpreted the 
Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 2 of his appeal. The Committee noted that the Head 
of Editorial Standards explained in her letter of 12 September that due accuracy and 
impartiality do not require the programme makers to explain or consider broader issues 
such as the growth of all ethnic groups in Jerusalem. The Committee noted that 
Panorama had decided on its subject, which had been signposted to the audience in the 
introduction to the programme. It agreed that there was no reasonable prospect of it 
concluding that it was necessary to expand on that subject matter to consider other 
issues such as the growth of all ethnic groups in Jerusalem to achieve due impartiality. 
The Committee referred to its comments in paragraphs [8.5 - 8.10] above.  The 
Committee concluded that the complainant's argument that the Head of Editorial 



 

March and September 2012 issued November 2012 15 

 

Standards misinterpreted the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 2 of his appeal does 
not raise a matter of substance. 
 
11. Item 3: The tone of the programme was one of conspiracy and the 
background music was of the kind used in films where “villainy is afoot” 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
11.1 The complainant said that throughout much of the programme, Jane Corbin spoke 
in a hushed tone of voice, as if she was confiding her discovery of a conspiracy. In 
addition, the background music was "of the kind used in films where villainy is afoot".  
 
11.2 The complainant said that the ECU misconstrued his complaint in supposing that 
he objected to variations in Ms Corbin's tone or consistent linkage between the music and 
particular subject-matter. Further, the complainant said that it was unfair of the ECU to 
reject the complaint about background music on the ground that it could not identify the 
passages complained of. The complainant said that the ECU failed to address item 3 of his 
complaint concerning Jane Corbin's tone and the background music used in the 
programme. 
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
11.3 The Head of Editorial Standards agreed with the ECU that Ms Corbin's delivery was 
largely similar when considering an Israeli or Palestinian viewpoint and Ms Corbin did not 
use a hushed tone at any point. The Head of Editorial Standards did not agree that the 
background music gave rise to an impression of villainy or that there are obvious 
passages of background music on which the complaint was based. The Head of Editorial 
Standards considered that the ECU rejected the complaint because it did not agree that 
the tone of voice used by Ms Corbin or the background music used in the programme 
breached the Editorial Guidelines (and not because it failed to identify the passages of 
music complained of). Further, the Head of Editorial Standards considered that the ECU 
addressed item 3 of the complaint as set out in the complainant's correspondence with 
the ECU (and therefore, the ECU did not misconstrue the complaint). 
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
11.4 The complainant said that the tone of voice and background music are evident to 
any reasonable person who watches the programme. The complainant also said that the 
BBC should take particular care that tone of voice and background music do not create an 
atmosphere of conspiracy given the risk that a programme may promote anti-Semitism. 
The complainant argued that "given the lack of objectivity and integrity displayed" by the 
Head of Editorial Standards in her consideration of other aspects of the complainant's 
appeal, little or no weight should be attached to her views on this aspect. The 
complainant said that the ECU's misinterpretation of item 3 raises a matter of substance. 
 
The Committee's decision 
 
11.5 The Committee noted the reasons set out in the Head of Editorial Standards' letter 
of 12 September regarding why she did not consider that this aspect of the complainant's 
appeal concerning the tone and background music used in the programme raised a 
matter of substance. The Committee agreed with the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
and decided that this aspect of the complainant's appeal did not have a reasonable 
prospect of success. The Committee noted that the complainant's allegation that the Head 
of Editorial Standards lacked objectivity or integrity in the consideration of his appeal does 
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not appear to have any basis other than the fact that the complainant does not agree 
with the Head of Editorial Standards' decision. 
 
11.6 In relation to the complainant's comment that the ECU misconstrued and failed to 
consider item 3 of his complaint, the Committee agreed with the Head of Editorial 
Standards that the ECU addressed item 3 of the complaint as set out in the complainant's 
correspondence with the ECU. The Committee decided that this aspect of the 
complainant's appeal does not raise a matter of substance.  
 
11.7 In relation to the complaint that it was unfair to reject item 3 of the complaint 
without giving the complainant an opportunity to identify the passages he referred to, the 
Committee noted that the complainant had submitted lengthy correspondence to the 
Trust. However, the complainant had not provided any further detail of the passages he 
referred to in item 3 of his complaint. The Committee also noted that as explained in 
paragraphs [11.5 and 11.6] above, the complainant's argument that the programme 
breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 3 of his appeal does not have a 
reasonable prospect of success. In the circumstances, the Committee noted that it would 
not be cost effective and proportionate to consider on appeal the complaint that it was 
unfair to reject item 3 of the complaint without giving the complainant an opportunity to 
identify the passages he referred to. For those reasons, the Committee decided that this 
aspect of the complainant's appeal does not raise a matter of substance. 
 
12. Item 4: Jeremy Vine's introductory comment that "Palestinians are 
being thrown out of their homes and Israelis are moving in, even 
underground" was misleading, had unsavoury connotations and was biased. 
 
12.1 Item 4(a): the programme misleadingly implied that Israelis were moving in to live 
underground, which is likely to promote anti-Semitism 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
12.2 The complainant said that Jeremy Vine's comment above implied Israelis are 
moving in to live underground, whereas they are carrying out archaeological excavations. 
The complainant said that the statement also had unsavoury connotations, feeding the 
paranoia of those who believe in conspiracies effected by Jews hiding everywhere. The 
complainant said that the ECU misconstrued the BBC's obligations in supposing that a 
desire for simplification or summary could legitimise a misleading statement in the 
programme's introduction on the ground that it was corrected elsewhere. The complaint 
took the view that due accuracy requires that any misleading statement is either avoided 
or immediately corrected. Further, due impartiality requires that an introduction of this 
nature be balanced overall within itself. The complainant said that the ECU also 
misconstrued the complaint by supposing the complainant objected to a lack of balance 
caused by the statement in the introduction only and not about lack of balance in the 
programme overall. 
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
12.3 In her letter of 12 September, the Head of Editorial Standards said that the 
footage which accompanied the statement did not suggest that Israelis were moving in to 
live underground. The Head of Editorial Standards noted that, in the January 2011 
Appeal, the Committee stated that it "did not consider it was necessary in each section of 
a film to achieve due impartiality within that section" (page 29 of the Bulletin). The Head 
of Editorial Standards considered that it was not necessary for the programme to specify 
that Israelis were not moving in to live underground to achieve due accuracy and due 
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impartiality. The Head of Editorial Standards also considered that the ECU did not 
misconstrue the Editorial Guidelines on impartiality or accuracy. 
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
12.4 The complainant said that based on the full comment made by Jeremy Vine, 
viewers are bound to understand that Israelis are moving into the homes of Palestinians, 
even underground, which is untrue. The complainant took the view that this untrue 
meaning is reinforced by the immediately following clip of an Israeli saying "My aim is to 
get Jews all over – all over!".  The complainant said that the Head of Editorial Standards 
did not consider the complaint fairly by ignoring the first part of the sentence 
“Palestinians are being thrown out of their homes”.  Also, the complainant alleged that 
the Head of Editorial Standards' conclusion that Jeremy Vine’s statement was not 
misleading appeared to lack integrity.  The complainant argued that the impression given 
by Jeremy Vine's statement is not likely to be corrected by the shot of the underground 
tunnel or the coverage of archaeology some twenty minutes later in the programme, 
which viewers may not see.  
 
12.5 The complainant also said that the Committee's view in its finding on the January 
2011 Appeal that it is not necessary "in each section of a film to achieve due impartiality 
within the section" is not relevant to item 4(a) of his complaint, which is an issue of 
accuracy. The complainant said that if "section" means "topic", the Committee has 
misinterpreted the BBC's obligations.  
 
12.6 Finally, the complainant said that this kind of coverage promotes anti-Semitism 
and ought to be taken very seriously by the BBC Trust. 
 
The Committee's decision 
 
12.7 The Committee noted the complainant's concerns about this aspect of the 
programme and his concerns about the promotion of anti-Semitism. However, the 
Committee agreed with the Head of Editorial Standards that: the footage which 
accompanied the statement did not suggest that Israelis were moving in to live 
underground; and (ii) it was not necessary for the programme to specify that Israelis 
were not moving in to live underground to achieve due accuracy and due impartiality. 
Therefore, the Committee decided that this aspect of the complainant's appeal (that the 
programme misleadingly implied that Israelis were moving in to live underground, which 
is likely to cause anti-Semitism) does not have a reasonable prospect of success. 
 
12.8 The Committee considered the complainant's comment that the ECU 
misinterpreted the Editorial Guidelines in supposing that a desire for simplification or 
summary could legitimise a misleading statement in the introduction on the basis that it 
was corrected elsewhere (as the complainant considered that the introduction should be 
balanced overall within itself). The Committee noted that whether the introduction to a 
programme is duly impartial depends on the context and the programme as a whole. The 
Committee referred to its comments on the interpretation of the Editorial Guidelines in 
paragraphs [8.5 - 8.10] above. The Committee agreed that based on the ECU's decision, 
the ECU did not consider that the introduction was misleading (partly by reference to the 
footage that accompanied the introduction). The ECU also said that even if some viewers 
were given the impression that Israelis were planning to live underground, the 
programme went on to explain in detail the nature of Israeli excavation work in East 
Jerusalem. As explained in paragraph [12.7] above, the Committee decided that the 
complaint that the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 4(a) 
does not have a reasonable prospect of success. The Committee also noted that the ECU's 
decision was based on the 2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines, which only apply to 
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programmes broadcast before 18 October 2010. Therefore, a decision of the Committee 
concerning the ECU's interpretation of the 2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines in 
relation to this complaint would have no practical application to programmes broadcast 
from 18 October 2010. As a result, it would not be cost effective or proportionate to 
consider the ECU's interpretation of the 2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines on appeal. 
The Committee's decided that this aspect of the complainant's appeal concerning the 
ECU's interpretation of the Editorial Guidelines does not raise a matter of substance. The 
Committee based its decision on: the Committee's comments on the interpretation of the 
Editorial Guidelines as well as its comments on the ECU decision; its decision that the 
complaint that the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 4(a) 
does not have a reasonable prospect of success; and the lack of practical value going 
forward in considering the ECU's interpretation of the 2005 version of the Editorial 
Guidelines.  
 
12.9 The complainant argued that the Head of Editorial Standards' decision that item 
4(a) should not be considered by the Committee on appeal was not fair as the Head of 
Editorial Standards ignored the first part of Jeremy Vine's statement in the introduction. 
The Committee agreed that the fact that the Head of Editorial Standards did not quote 
Jeremy Vine's full statement in her letter of 12 September does not mean that the Head 
of Editorial Standards ignored the first part of the statement. The Committee decided that 
this aspect of the complainant's appeal does not raise a matter of substance and noted 
that it would not be cost effective and proportionate to consider this issue on appeal.  
 
12.10 The complainant alleged that the Head of Editorial Standards' decision that Jeremy 
Vine's statement was not misleading lacked integrity. The Committee noted that the 
complainant's allegation appears to be simply based on the fact that he does not agree 
with the Head of Editorial Standards' decision. The Committee referred to the reasons set 
out in the Head of Editorial Standards' letter of 12 September, explaining why she decided 
that item 4(a) of the complainant's appeal did not have a reasonable prospect of success. 
The Committee concluded that this aspect of the complainant's appeal does not raise a 
matter of substance. 
 
12.11 Item 4(b): Mr Vine's comments were biased in that Palestinians are also carrying 
out underground excavations in East Jerusalem 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
12.12 The complainant said that the programme did not mention Palestinian excavations 
on Temple Mount. Further, the complainant said that the ECU misconstrued his complaint 
in supposing that he was objecting to the lack of balance caused by this statement only 
and not about the lack of balance overall in the programme on this point. As a result, the 
ECU failed to consider item 4(b) of his complaint. 
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
12.13 The Head of Editorial Standards considered that the complaint that the 
programme should have included information relating to excavations on Temple Mount 
has already been considered by the Committee in the January 2011 Appeal and was not 
upheld (see page 7, 32 and 33 of the Bulletin). The Head of Editorial Standards concluded 
that the ECU neither failed to consider nor misconstrued item 4(b). 
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
12.14 The complainant did not agree that the Committee's finding on the January 2011 
Appeal covers this aspect of his complaint. The complainant said that the excavations at 
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Temple Mount were not archaeological excavations, but excavations to create a large 
underground mosque. Further, the complainant said that, in any case, the finding of the 
Committee in the January 2011 Appeal was irrational and based on misinformation (as the 
Committee was not aware of Mr Spielman's allegations regarding the programme).  
 
The Committee's decision 
 
12.15 As explained above in relation to item 1, in its finding on the January 2011 Appeal, 
the Committee noted that it had considered the "vast effort by Palestinian leaders, clerics 
and academics to deny and undermine Israel's connection to Jewish holy sites and 
shrines, and to erase evidence of Jewish habitation and heritage in Jerusalem's holy 
basin" (pages 31 - 32 of the Bulletin). The Committee confirmed that its conclusions in 
the January 2011 Appeal concerning the programme's treatment of history and 
archaeology are relevant to its decision on whether this aspect of the complainant's 
appeal raises a matter of substance. 
 
12.16 In its finding on the January 2011 Appeal, the Committee had concluded that "a 
Jewish perspective on archaeology had been adequately represented in the interview with 
Mr Spielman" (page 33 of the Bulletin).  
 
12.17 The Committee referred to the email exchange which the complainant had 
provided with a representative of Elad, Mr Spielman, who was interviewed in the 
programme, as well as Mr Spielman's allegations about the programme (see item 1, 
paragraph [9.8] above). However, the Committee noted that the email from Mr Spielman 
was in response to an email from the complainant which mainly focussed on item 13 of 
his appeal concerning the description of Elad as an "exclusionary settler organisation". 
Further, in the email, Mr Spielman's comments primarily concern Elad's relationship with 
its Arab neighbours. In the email, Mr Spielman did not mention underground excavations 
being carried out by Palestinians and Mr Spielman's comments in the programme did not 
concern underground excavations being carried out by Palestinians. 
 
12.18 The Committee agreed that the complaint in item 4(b) that the programme 
breached the Editorial Guidelines by not mentioning underground excavations in East 
Jerusalem being carried out by Palestinians does not have a reasonable prospect of 
success. The Committee reached this conclusion as it decided that there was no 
reasonable prospect of it considering that it was necessary to mention underground 
excavations being carried out in East Jerusalem in the context of the programme.   
 
12.19 The complainant also said that the ECU misconstrued and failed to consider item 
4(b) of his appeal. The Committee noted that the ECU had explained to the complainant 
that it was not necessary "to provide the kind of balancing comment about Palestinian 
excavations in a brief introduction". The complainant said that the ECU misconstrued his 
complaint by supposing that he objected to a lack of balance caused by the statement in 
the introduction and not about the lack of balance overall in the programme on this point. 
For the reasons set out in paragraphs [12.15 - 12.18], the Committee noted that the 
argument that the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 4(b) of 
the complainant's appeal does not have a reasonable prospect of success. The Committee 
decided that this aspect of the complainant's appeal does not raise a matter of substance 
and noted that it would not be cost effective or proportionate to consider this issue on 
appeal.  
 
13. Item 5: Mr Vine's comment "A knock on the door at midnight, an 
eviction order served, the threat your house could be smashed down. And for 
others, the school run with armed guards, the fear of violence from the 
neighbours. This for many is the reality of life in East Jerusalem" was 
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misleading and biased because: (a) the number of eviction orders served is 
very small, and (b) the programme implied that eviction and demolition orders 
were served without prior warning in the middle of the night without giving 
residents an opportunity to challenge them. 
 
13.1 Item 5(a): the number of eviction orders served is very small both in absolute 
terms and in proportion to the total population or the total Palestinian population 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
13.2 The complainant said that, in the statement set out above, Jeremy Vine referred 
to the likelihood or frequency of eviction orders being served. However, the number of 
eviction orders served is very small. 
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
13.3 The Head of Editorial Standards agreed with the ECU that Jeremy Vine's comment 
related to fears and concerns expressed by both Palestinians and Israelis, rather than the 
likelihood or frequency of the events he described. The Head of Editorial Standards 
pointed out that the programme also provides further information about eviction orders 
later in the programme. 
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
13.4 The complainant said that the Head of Editorial Standards' interpretation of 
Jeremy Vine's comments is so irrational that it appears to be dishonest and the dishonesty 
of the Head of Editorial Standards raises a matter of substance which should be 
addressed by the Committee. The complainant also said that demolitions of houses in 
Jerusalem are infrequent. 
 
The Committee's decision 
 
13.5 The Committee agreed that it is possible that Jeremy Vine's statement could be 
understood to imply that eviction and demolition orders are a reality for many people 
living in East Jerusalem. However, the Committee decided the most viewers would 
interpret Jeremy Vine's statement as a general comment referring to the types of events 
that occur in East Jerusalem, which does not specify the likelihood or frequency of 
eviction or demolition orders in particular. The Committee noted that Jeremy Vine's 
statement states that "This for many is the reality of life". However, the statement is not 
limited to eviction orders and demolitions, it also refers to the school run with armed 
guards and fear of violence from the neighbours. The Committee concluded that this 
aspect of the complainant's appeal did not have a reasonable prospect of success. 
 
13.6 The Committee noted that the complainant had not provided any evidence of 
dishonesty other than the fact that he does not agree with the Head of Editorial 
Standards' interpretation of Jeremy Vine's statement. The Committee also noted that 
there is no evidence of dishonesty on the face of the papers it has reviewed. The 
Committee did not agree that the Head of Editorial Standards' interpretation of Jeremy 
Vine's statement is irrational and the Committee decided that this aspect of the 
complainant's appeal does not raise a matter of substance. 
 
13.7 Item 5(b): the statement implied that eviction and demolition orders were served 
without prior warning in the middle of the night and failed to mention that they were only 
served after residents have been properly informed and given an opportunity to challenge 
them 
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Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
13.8 The complainant said that an order is only served after the residents have been 
informed of the reasons for it, enabling them to challenge or rectify the grounds for 
eviction. The complainant also said that the ECU failed to address item 5(b) of his 
complaint. 
  
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
13.9 The Head of Editorial Standards referred to the Committee's finding on the 
January 2011 Appeal, in which the Committee explained that it had reviewed the parts of 
the programme which it considered dealt with the processes for evictions and demolitions. 
In its finding on the January 2011 Appeal, the Committee concluded that "it had been 
made clear to viewers that there was a legal process, involving the courts and eviction 
orders, and there had been no need for further detail to be included" (page 20 of the 
Bulletin). The Head of Editorial Standards took the view that the substance of item 5(b) of 
the complaint concerning eviction and demolition orders had, therefore, already been 
considered by the Committee and was not upheld. 
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
13.10 The complainant said that the Committee did not specifically consider Jeremy 
Vine's statement set out above. Further, the complainant said that at most, viewers might 
understand that in some cases residents were given prior warning. The complainant said 
that the ECU's failure to consider this aspect of his complaint and other failings in the 
consideration of his complaint are matters of substance in themselves.  
 
The Committee's decision 
 
13.11 The Committee noted that it had considered a very similar complaint in the 
January 2011 Appeal that demolitions were presented as “stealth operations by Israeli 
authorities in which Arabs are suddenly and without warning forced from their homes” 
and that there were in fact “rigorous guidelines and procedures to which house 
demolitions were subject under Israeli law”. The Committee had concluded that "it had 
been made clear to viewers that there was a legal process, involving the courts and 
eviction orders, and there had been no need for further detail to be included" (page 20 of 
the Bulletin). The Committee referred to the email which the complainant had provided 
from the Jerusalem Municipality and the complainant's comments regarding that email. 
Taking into account its conclusions in the January 2011 Appeal on a similar issue, the 
email from the Jerusalem Municipality and the complainant's comments on that email, the 
Committee decided that this aspect of the complainant's appeal does not have a 
reasonable prospect of success.  
 
13.12 In relation to the complaint that the ECU failed to consider item 5(b) on appeal, 
the Committee noted that it considered that the complaint that the programme breached 
the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 5(b) did not have a reasonable prospect of 
success (see paragraph [13.11] above). The Committee also noted that it would not be 
cost effective and proportionate to consider this aspect of the complaint on appeal. For 
those reasons, the Committee decided that this aspect of the complainant's appeal does 
not raise a matter of substance. 
 
14. Item 6: Mr Vine's comment: "the Israelis say that Jerusalem is their 
capital and must never be divided; the Palestinians say that East Jerusalem is 
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theirs and will one day be the capital of a new state" was misleading, biased 
and inaccurate. 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
14.1 The complainant said that Jeremy Vine's comment implied that Israelis are greedy 
whereas the Palestinians are fairly offering to share the city. However, the complainant 
said that many Palestinians and Palestinian institutions do not accept Israel's entitlement 
to any part of the city (the complainant cited various opinion polls in support of his 
argument). Conversely, a significant number of Israelis are willing to divide the city in a 
peace settlement. 
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
14.2 The Head of Editorial Standards took the view that Jeremy Vine's comments were 
duly accurate. The Head of Editorial Standards pointed out that Jeremy Vine's statement 
immediately followed a statement concerning life in East Jerusalem and the statement 
was made in the context of comments about East Jerusalem. The Head of Editorial 
Standards said that the opinion that Jerusalem must not be divided is clearly expressed by 
the Mayor of Jerusalem and Arieh King. Also, the current Palestinian negotiating position 
accepts that Palestinians would consider Jerusalem to be their capital even if only parts of 
East Jerusalem were part of a new Palestinian state. 
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
14.3 The complainant said that the words "The Israelis" and "The Palestinians" refer to 
the generality of the Israeli and Palestinian population respectively (rather than official 
negotiating positions). The complainant also said that most members of the audience 
would understand the second part of Jeremy Vine's statement to mean that the 
Palestinians are willing to divide the city with the Palestinians having only East Jerusalem.  
 
14.4 The complainant said that the Head of Editorial Standards is wrong to suppose 
that there is a single Palestinian negotiating position on Jerusalem and that this position 
accepts that Palestinians would consider Jerusalem to be their capital even if only part of 
East Jerusalem were part of a new Palestinian state. The complainant also said that the 
Head of Editorial Standards is wrong to suppose that there is a single Israeli negotiating 
position and that it is represented by Nir Barkat and Arieh King. The complainant noted 
that various Israeli leaders have contemplated possible settlements in which the city 
might be divided. 
 
The Committee's decision 
 
14.5 The Committee noted that the programme contained statements by Nir Barkat and 
Arieh King that Jerusalem must not be divided. Nir Barkat said "Jerusalem has to stay a 
united city" and Arieh King said "I am doing whatever I can in any kind of level to protect 
Jerusalem from being divided". 
 
14.6 The Committee also noted that the official Palestinian negotiating position involves 
East Jerusalem being part of a Palestinian state. The Committee referred to the fact that 
Jeremy Vine's statement was made in the context of comments on East Jerusalem. The 
Committee accepted that Jeremy Vine's statement could have been phrased differently. 
However, the Committee decided that most viewers would not understand Jeremy Vine's 
statement to mean that Israelis are greedy whereas Palestinians are fairly offering to 
share the city. The Committee referred to its comment in the finding on the January 2011 
Appeal that "it would almost always be possible for those with strong feelings and a 
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particular perspective on the dispute to take issue with the detail of any report on this 
subject. However, the Committee further noted that it was bound to consider the 
programme as the generality of Panorama viewers might have done" (page 35 of the 
Bulletin). The Committee concluded that the complaint that the programme breached the 
Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 6 of the appeal does not have a reasonable 
prospect of success. 
 
15. Item 7: Ms Corbin's comment: "This will be a walking tour with a 
difference, through territory that's been disputed for centuries.  For every 
footstep, there's an argument, for every path two competing histories.  If 
there's ever going to be peace, it will have to be made here, in these alleyways.  
I'm going to walk right around the eastern side of the city to see what's 
happening on the ground, meet people on both sides who say this place 
belongs to them.  Before long, I'm in the middle of a battlefield" was 
misleading and biased. 
 
15.1 Item 7(a): Ms Corbin indicated that soon after starting her walking tour she came 
across a demolition by chance (in fact, she went there deliberately) 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
15.2 The complainant said that Jane Corbin went to the demolition scene deliberately, 
having been tipped off by Palestinians who were forewarned that the destruction of the 
illegal buildings was scheduled. The complainant noted that the demolition filmed was in 
Silwan on the South side of the current "Old City" in the vicinity of the original city of 
Jerusalem. However, Jane Corbin subsequently stated that she began her walk on the 
North side of the current "Old City" in Sheikh Jarrah.  
 
15.3 The complainant took the view that in considering that even if viewers were given 
a false impression, this could be ignored since the statement was not "seriously 
misleading", the ECU misinterpreted the BBC's obligation of due accuracy. The 
complainant said that the ECU's view that the statement was not seriously misleading was 
irrational and contradicted by the ECU's own observation (presumably informed by the 
programme-makers) that "the point being made was that demolitions and confrontations 
were not unusual" (demolitions and confrontations relating to them are in fact unusual). 
The complainant said that the number of eviction orders served is, in fact, very small (see 
item 5(a)) and the ECU never disputed that. The complainant argued that if it intended to 
dispute that fact, the ECU acted unfairly by not giving him an opportunity to respond. The 
complainant asked the Committee for a fair opportunity to submit evidence confirming 
that the number of eviction orders served is small. 
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
15.4 The Head of Editorial Standards pointed out that the programme did not state that 
Jane Corbin arrived at the demolition by chance. The Head of Editorial Standards 
considered that viewers would understand that, in general, programme makers find out 
about events and plan their filming schedule accordingly. Moreover, any uncertainty as to 
the location of the demolitions would not have affected a viewer's understanding of the 
story.  
 
15.5 The Head of Editorial Standards noted that the Committee's finding in the January 
2011 Appeal did not specifically state whether the statement referred to in item 7(a) was 
misleading. However, the Committee did conclude that the "film was duly accurate and 
impartial in the way it had reported the number and pace of demolitions" (page 20 of the 
Bulletin). The Head of Editorial Standards took the view that it is acceptable practice for 
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programme makers to structure their programmes according to issues rather than strictly 
by the chronology of events referred to in the programme. 
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
15.6 The complainant said that Jane Corbin falsely stated that she came across the 
demolitions at the start of her walk. The complainant said that the programme implied 
that Ms Corbin came across the scene by chance at the start of her walk because these 
scenes are commonplace, however, demolitions of houses and confrontations relating to 
them are unusual. The complainant noted that the Committee's finding in the January 
2011 Appeal did not consider Jane Corbin's statements. 
 
15.7 The complainant alleged that the statement that the programme could be 
understood to suggest that Ms Corbin began her walk in the north of Jerusalem displays a 
lack of integrity on the part of the Head of Editorial Standards. 
 
The Committee's decision 
 
15.8 The Committee noted that it had considered the programme's use of demolition 
statistics as part of the January 2011 Appeal and concluded that the programme was duly 
accurate and impartial in the way that it reported the number and pace of demolitions 
(page 20 of the Bulletin).   
 
15.9 The Committee agreed that viewers would understand that, in general, 
programme makers find out about events and plan their filming schedule accordingly. The 
Committee noted that the programme makers had used a journalistic device in relation to 
this aspect of the programme. The Committee decided that there was no reasonable 
prospect of it concluding that the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation 
to item 7(a) of the complainant's appeal.  
 
15.10 The complainant considers that the ECU misinterpreted the Editorial Guidelines by 
deciding that a false impression could be ignored since the statement was not "seriously 
misleading". The Committee noted that the argument that the programme breached the 
Editorial Guidelines by indicating that Jane Corbin came across the demolition scene by 
chance did not have a reasonable prospect of success (for the reasons set out in 
paragraphs [15.8 - 15.9 above]). The Committee agreed that not every inaccuracy would 
constitute a breach of the Editorial Guidelines.  The Committee agreed that if viewers did 
get the incorrect impression (that the demolition was in fact at the start of Jane Corbin’s 
walk) there was no reasonable prospect of it concluding that the programme breached 
the Editorial Guidelines in relation to that impression. The Committee noted that the 
programme did not say that Jane Corbin came across the demolition by chance. The 
Committee accepted that, in order to convey a narrative, events may not necessarily have 
to be told in chronological order in a documentary. The Committee also noted that the 
ECU's decision was based on the 2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines, which only 
apply to programmes broadcast before 18 October 2010. Therefore, a decision of the 
Committee concerning the ECU's interpretation of the 2005 version of the Editorial 
Guidelines in relation to this complaint would have no practical application to programmes 
broadcast from 18 October 2010. As a result, it would not be cost effective or 
proportionate to consider the ECU's interpretation of the 2005 version of the Editorial 
Guidelines on appeal. Based on: the Committee's comments on the interpretation and 
application of the Editorial Guidelines in this paragraph; the Committee's decision that the 
complaint that the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines by indicating that Jane 
Corbin came across the demolition scene by chance did not have a reasonable prospect of 
success; and the lack of practical value going forward of the Committee considering the 
ECU's interpretation of the 2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines on appeal, the 
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Committee decided that this aspect of the complainant's appeal does not raise a matter of 
substance.  
 
15.11 In its decision, the ECU stated that "the point being made was that demolitions 
and confrontations were not unusual and that was a reasonable point to make in the 
context of the programme". The complainant said that he had pointed out in item 5 of his 
original complaint that the number of eviction orders served is very small. The 
complainant argued that if the ECU intended to dispute the frequency of such events, the 
ECU should have given him an opportunity to respond by adducing evidence to support 
his assertions. The Committee noted that the complainant had referred to the number of 
eviction orders in item 5 of this complaint. However, the ECU's decision in item 7(a) 
concerned the frequency of demolition orders and confrontations relating to them rather 
than eviction orders. The Committee considered that it was not necessary to resolve 
factual disputes at this stage (as it was deciding whether to consider issues on appeal 
rather than whether to uphold those issues as breaches of the Editorial Guidelines). 
Further, the Committee noted that the complainant had ample opportunity to provide 
comments to the Committee concerning the frequency of eviction and demolition orders. 
Therefore, if the ECU should have given the complainant an opportunity to respond by 
providing evidence to support his assertions, any unfairness which might have been 
caused to the complainant would have been effectively remedied at stage 3 of the 
complaints process as the complainant had opportunities to comment on the ECU's 
decision and the Head of Editorial Standards' decision before the Committee considered 
the admissibility of his appeal. The Committee also noted that the Complaints Framework 
is being reviewed and one of the proposals consulted on was that the ECU would inform a 
complainant of its decision, explaining its reasons and invite the complainant to make 
representations on the finding it is minded to make, which the ECU would take into 
account before finalising its decision. As a result, if this proposal is adopted by the BBC 
Trust, the amended Complaints Framework would address the complainant's concern 
generally going forward. In light of: the complainant's reference to eviction orders rather 
than demolition orders in his complaint; the fact that it is not necessary to resolve factual 
disputes at this stage; the fact that the complainant had opportunities to provide 
comments to the Committee; and that the Complaints Framework is being reviewed as 
explained above, the Committee decided that it would not be cost effective and 
proportionate to consider this aspect of the complaint on appeal and this aspect of the 
complainant's appeal does not raise a matter of substance. 
 
15.12 In relation to the complainant's allegation that the Head of Editorial Standards' 
decision lacked integrity, the Committee noted that the complainant did not provide any 
evidence to support his allegation other than the fact that he did not agree with the Head 
of Editorial Standards' decision. Further, the Committee commented that the Head of 
Editorial Standards had indicated that she understood the complainant's point of view, 
however, there was no reasonable prospect of the Committee concluding that the 
programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 7(a) of his appeal. The 
Committee noted that it agreed with the Head of Editorial Standards' decision that the 
complaint that the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 7(a) 
did not have a reasonable prospect of success. The Committee concluded that this aspect 
of the complainant's appeal does not raise a matter of substance.  
 
15.13 Item 7(b): It was misleading and biased to describe the bulldozers and riot police 
as weapons in a war 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
15.14 The complainant said that bulldozers were being used by municipality workers to 
enforce civil planning laws by demolishing illegal structures built in the middle of an 
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important archaeological site. Also, riot police were deployed in case the municipality 
workers were attacked by Arabs. Bulldozers and riot police were described as weapons of 
war. The complainant said that viewers were led to believe that the Israeli authorities 
were destroying homes and forcing Palestinians out of the area as part of a programme of 
violent ethnic cleansing.   
 
15.15 The complainant noted that the interview of the Mayor of Jerusalem referred to in 
the ECU's decision takes place at a much later stage of the programme. The complainant 
took the view that due accuracy requires that misleading statements are avoided or 
immediately corrected (if the ECU supposed that the interview with the Mayor corrected 
the misleading impression of Jane Corbin's statement, the ECU misinterpreted the BBC's 
obligations). The complainant commented that there was no explanation in or 
accompanying the excerpt of the interview to indicate to viewers that the Mayor was 
referring to the houses whose demolition was shown much earlier in the programme. In 
addition, the excerpt from the interview with the Mayor did not address the role of the 
riot police in upholding the peace.  
 
15.16 The complainant said that the ECU's view that this passage was not biased was 
itself premised on a biased view that the scene was part of a confrontation between two 
sides who claim rights in the land (in basing itself on that premise, the ECU misinterpreted 
the BBC's obligations as any proper assessment of whether coverage is biased must be 
based on a neutral perspective). The complainant pointed out that the position of the 
Jerusalem Municipality is that the removal of recent illegal buildings from this important 
park benefits the city as a whole, regardless of who owns it.  
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
15.17 The Head of Editorial Standards said that, in the January 2011 Appeal, the 
Committee concluded in relation to the use of the terms "weapons" and "battlefields" that 
"the reporter was describing in journalistic language what she had witnessed and did not 
consider that the use of such language in this case demonstrated partiality" (page 18 of 
the Bulletin). Further, the Committee was satisfied that "viewers were provided with 
sufficient context and explanation of Israel's rationale for demolitions in the programme 
overall, and there had been no requirement for the initial demolition scenes or the first 
part of the programme to include specific information about illegal building in order to 
achieve due accuracy and impartiality" (page 17 of the Bulletin). The Head of Editorial 
Standards referred to her comments in relation to item 15(c) in relation to the allegation 
that the programme implied that demolitions were carried out as part of a programme of 
violent ethnic cleansing. The Head of Editorial Standards noted that the Committee had 
already considered the allegation of ethnic cleansing in the January 2011 Appeal and had 
not upheld that complaint (page 23 of the Bulletin). The Head of Editorial Standards said 
that, as the ECU pointed out, the interview with Nir Barkat (the Mayor) provided the 
Israeli rationale for the demolitions. 
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
15.18 The complainant took the view that no reasonable person could honestly conclude 
that the programme's coverage was duly accurate and impartial in this respect. The 
complainant said that the Committee's finding on a similar point in the January 2011 
Appeal to item 7(b) was unreasoned and irrational. In analysing the ECU's decision, the 
complainant referred to the fact that the statement in question ("Before long I'm in the 
middle of a battlefield. The weapons are bulldozers and riot police. The Israeli authorities 
are demolishing Palestinian homes") followed an unchallenged allegation of ethnic 
cleansing. The complainant's point was that this juxtaposition reinforced the misleading 
and biased nature of Ms Corbin's statement and this point was not addressed in the 
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January 2011 Appeal.  The complainant said that the Head of Editorial Standards did not 
address his points concerning the interview with Nir Barkat and this was not considered as 
part of the January 2011 Appeal. Further, the complainant said that it appears that the 
biased premise on which the ECU's decision was based (i.e. that the scene was part of a 
confrontation between two sides) was not drawn to the Committee's attention as part of 
the January 2011 Appeal. 
 
15.19 The complainant considers that the Head of Editorial Standards misinterprets the 
Editorial Guidelines on impartiality. The complainant said that the reference to the 
Editorial Guidelines on impartiality does not address the lack of accuracy in Jane Corbin's 
statement. 
 
The Committee's decision  
 
15.20 The Committee referred to its conclusions in the finding on the January 2011 
Appeal concerning the description of bulldozers and riot police. As explained above in the 
summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision, the Committee concluded that "the 
reporter was describing in journalistic language what she had witnessed and did not 
consider that the use of such language in this case demonstrated partiality" (page 18 of 
the Bulletin). Also, the Committee was satisfied that "viewers were provided with 
sufficient context and explanation of Israel's rationale for demolitions in the programme 
overall, and there had been no requirement for the initial demolition scenes or the first 
part of the programme to include specific information about illegal building in order to 
achieve due accuracy and impartiality" (page 17 of the Bulletin). The complaint on page 
17 of the Bulletin was that "the controversial subject of Palestinian home demolitions by 
Israel was introduced without providing any information at all about Israel's reasons for 
those demolitions". The complainants had also "maintained that this absence of 
information extended throughout the first section of the programme and, when reference 
had finally been made to illegal building, it was in relation to specific homes in a different 
neighbourhood" (page 17 of the Bulletin). In its finding the Committee listed examples of 
occasions in the programme when an absence of planning permission as a reason for 
demolition had been referred to. For example, statements made by Jane Corbin and a 
statement made by the Mayor of Jerusalem, Nir Barkat. 
 
15.21 The Committee referred to the complainant's comments regarding the interview 
with the Mayor of Jerusalem and its conclusions in the January 2011 Appeal. The 
Committee concluded that the complaint that the programme breached the Editorial 
Guidelines on accuracy and impartiality by describing bulldozers and riot police as 
weapons of war does not have a reasonable prospect of success.  
 
15.22 Further, the Committee noted that it had already considered the allegation of 
ethnic cleansing in the programme as part of the January 2011 Appeal and had not 
upheld that issue as a breach of the Editorial Guidelines. 
 
15.23 The Committee noted the complainant's comment that the juxtaposition between 
the statement "Before long I'm in the middle of a battlefield. The weapons are bulldozers 
and riot police. The Israeli authorities are demolishing Palestinian homes" and an 
unchallenged allegation reinforced the misleading and biased nature of Jane Corbin's 
statement. The Committee noted that the complaint about ethnic cleansing had been 
considered as part of the January 2011 Appeal and was not upheld as a breach of the 
Editorial Guidelines. The Committee referred to its conclusions in relation to item 15(c) of 
the complainant's appeal. The Committee also noted that the complaint about the use of 
language to describe bulldozers and riot police did not raise a matter of substance. The 
Committee concluded that the aspect of the complainant's appeal concerning the 
juxtaposition referred to above does not have a reasonable prospect of success.  
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15.24 The complainant said that the ECU misinterpreted the Editorial Guidelines as due 
accuracy requires misleading statements to be avoided or immediately corrected. The 
Committee noted that due accuracy needs to be considered in the context of the 
programme as a whole. The Committee decided that the argument that the ECU had  
misinterpreted the Editorial Guidelines does not have a reasonable prospect of success. 
This was an unfolding narrative current affairs documentary. It was appropriate to raise 
questions and then answer them at a later stage within the programme. Further, the 
Committee noted that the ECU's decision was based on the 2005 version of the Editorial 
Guidelines, which only apply to programmes broadcast before 18 October 2010. 
Therefore, a decision of the Committee concerning the ECU's interpretation of the 2005 
version of the Editorial Guidelines in relation to this complaint would have no practical 
application to programmes broadcast from 18 October 2010. As a result, it would not be 
cost effective or proportionate to consider the ECU's interpretation of the 2005 version of 
the Editorial Guidelines on appeal.  The Committee therefore decided that this aspect of 
the complainant's appeal concerning the ECU's interpretation of the Editorial Guidelines 
does not raise a matter of substance.  
 
 
15.25 The complainant said that the ECU did not approach item 7(b) of his complaint 
from a neutral perspective. This is because the complainant took the view that the ECU's 
starting point was biased because it is biased to consider that the demolition scene was 
between two sides who claim rights in the land. The complainant said that may be the 
Palestinian point of view, however, the Jerusalem Municipality considers that the removal 
of illegal buildings from the park benefits the city as a whole, regardless of who owns it 
(therefore, demolitions are not to protect its claim to rights to the land). The complainant 
states that the reference to the Mayor of Jerusalem's statement concerning the 
justification for the demolitions does not remedy the problem with the ECU's approach 
because the ECU should assess the coverage from a neutral perspective. The Committee 
referred to the Head of Editorial Standards' decision which pointed out that the ECU's 
decision referred to the explanation of the "the Israeli justification for the demolitions"  in 
an interview with the Mayor of Jerusalem, Nir Barkat. Mr Barkat made it clear that the 
buildings being demolished had been erected illegally and commented that "when people 
come and build illegal bunch of houses in one of the most strategic parks in the world, 
and by the municipality taking action and dealing with the situation, what I am doing is, in 
a way, strengthening the city for the benefit of the world". The Committee considered 
that when the ECU's response to item 7(b) of the complaint is viewed in full, the ECU's 
assessment does not appear to be biased. Further, the Committee noted that the 
complaint that Jane Corbin's statement breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to 
item 7(b) of the complainant's appeal does not raise a matter of substance (see 
paragraphs 15.20 - 15.23 above).  Based on: the statements made by Nir Barkat set out 
above; the Committee's view that the ECU's assessment does not appear to be biased; 
the Committee's decision that the complaint that the programme breached the Editorial 
Guidelines in relation to item 7(c) does not have a reasonable prospect of success; and 
the lack of cost effectiveness and proportionality of considering this issue on appeal, the 
Committee decided that this aspect of the complainant's appeal does not raise a matter of 
substance.  
 
15.26 In relation to the complaint that the Head of Editorial Standards misinterpreted the 
Editorial Guidelines, the Committee noted that the complaint that the programme 
breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 7(b) did not have a reasonable 
prospect of success. The Committee noted that in her letter of 12 September, the Head of 
Editorial Standards had said that "due impartiality does not require that every point of 
view on a particular subject or issue should be included or that a particular point of view 
needs to be balanced by the inclusion of an opposing point of view, so long as balance is 
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achieved over the course of the programme as a whole". The Committee noted its 
comments in paragraphs [8.5 - 8.10] above. The allegation that this material was 
misleading was based on an incorrect understanding of the application of the Editorial 
Guidelines with regard to accuracy and did not impact upon the Head of Editorial 
Standards' approach to due impartiality in relation to item 7(b) of the complainant's 
appeal.  Therefore, the Committee noted that it would not be cost effective and 
proportionate to consider on appeal whether the Head of Editorial Standards 
misinterpreted the Editorial Guidelines. Given the Committee's decision that the complaint 
that the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 7(b) does not 
raise a matter of substance and the Committee's comments on the interpretation of the 
Editorial Guidelines above as well as the lack of cost effectiveness and proportionality in 
considering this complaint on appeal, the Committee decided that the complainant's 
argument that the Head of Editorial Standards misinterpreted the Editorial Guidelines in 
relation to item 7(b) of the complainant's appeal does not raise a matter of substance.  
 
15.27 Item 7(c): The programme failed to mention weapons (rocks and stones) thrown 
by Palestinians when Israeli authorities try to enforce planning laws in East Jerusalem 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
15.28 The complainant said that, having described the Israelis as using weapons 
(bulldozers and riot police), there was a further lack of impartiality in failing to mention 
that when the Israeli authorities try to enforce the law in parts of East Jerusalem 
(whether it relates to planning or payment of rent or taxes), Palestinians use weapons in 
the form of stones and rocks. The complainant said that the ECU did not address this 
aspect of his complaint. Further, the ECU's reference to the accompanying film footage 
showing some Palestinians throwing stones is wholly inadequate to counter the bias in the 
presenter's commentary (the ordinary viewer would not notice the stones, the 
commentary does not refer to them and the person who threw them is not shown in the 
footage). 
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
15.29 The Head of Editorial Standards said that although the Committee's finding in the 
January 2011 Appeal does not specifically state whether the programme should have 
commented that Palestinians had used stones and rocks in response to the enforcement 
of planning laws, it does refer to the portrayal of violence in the programme generally, 
which the Committee concluded had been duly impartial.  
 
15.30 The Head of Editorial Standards took the view that the ECU had considered the 
complaint in item 7(c). The Head of Editorial Standards said that the ECU categorised the 
complaint as concerning the "omission of an aspect of the wider issue", which the 
programme makers in their editorial discretion could choose to omit. 
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
15.31 The complainant said that the finding of the Committee in the January 2011 
Appeal did not address the complaint in item 7(c). The complainant also said that the 
interviews with Ofer Shomer and the Adlers did not mention Palestinian use of weapons 
when Israeli authorities try to enforce laws in East Jerusalem. 
 
15.32 The complainant took the view that this aspect of the complaint cannot be 
categorised as the omission of some wider issue and, contrary to the Head of Editorial 
Standards' view, the ECU did not consider this aspect of the complaint. 
 



 

March and September 2012 issued November 2012 30 

 

The Committee's decision 
 
15.33 The Committee agreed that the interviews with Ofer Shomer and the Adlers do not 
mention the use of weapons by Palestinians against Israeli authorities enforcing laws in 
East Jerusalem. The Committee referred to the complainant's comments regarding the 
programme's coverage of the incident in which Ahmed Qareen was shot. However, the 
Committee noted that it had considered the broader question of whether the programme 
treated violence in a one-sided way as part of the January 2011 Appeal and it had 
concluded that the programme had been duly impartial and had not treated violence in a 
one-sided way. In the January 2011 Appeal, the complainants had commented in relation 
to the coverage of the shooting of Ahmed Qarren that "no equivalent examples were 
shown of shooting and stabbing attacks against Jews in Jerusalem, nor of larger scale 
attacks". The Committee had concluded in its finding on the January 2011 Appeal that "a 
number of references had been made to violence on both sides in East Jerusalem" and 
the Committee referred to the scene with Ofer Shomer as an "example that demonstrated 
balance in this area" (page 34 of the Bulletin). In its finding on the January 2011 Appeal, 
the Committee concluded that violence had not been treated in a one-sided way and 
decided that the programme had been duly impartial in that respect.  
 
15.34 In light of its conclusions in its finding on the January 2011 Appeal on the 
portrayal of violence, the Committee concluded that the complaint that the programme 
breached the Editorial Guidelines by failing to mention weapons (stones and rocks) 
thrown by Palestinians when Israelis attempt to enforce planning laws does not have a 
reasonable prospect of success.  
 
15.35 The Committee took the view that the ECU did consider item 7(c) of the complaint 
(although, the complainant does not accept this as he does not agree that his complaint 
can be categorised as the omission of an aspect of a wider issue).  The Committee also 
noted that the complaint that the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation 
to item 7(c) of the complainant's appeal did not have a reasonable prospect of success 
(see paragraphs [15.33 - 15.34 above]). In the circumstances, the Committee noted that 
it would not be cost effective and proportionate to consider this issue on appeal. For all of 
the above reasons, the Committee decided that this aspect of the complainant's appeal 
does not raise a matter of substance. 
 
15.36 Item 7(d): The programme failed to mention the use of bulldozers by Palestinians 
carrying out unlawful excavations on Temple Mount 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
15.37 The complainant said that there was a lack of impartiality in not mentioning the 
use of bulldozers by Palestinians in the Temple Mount to carry out unlawful excavations 
destroying valuable archaeological remains. The complainant took the view that by 
rejecting his complaint on the ground that the programme focused on Arab housing in 
East Jerusalem, the ECU misconstrued the BBC's obligations (in supposing that it was not 
biased to focus on only one side's actions in a conflict) and also irrationally overlooked the 
fact that the programme was not limited to housing but also covered underground 
excavations at length and with emphasis. 
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
15.38 The Head of Editorial Standards considered that the substance of the complaint 
about whether the programme should have included information relating to the use of 
bulldozers by Palestinians to carry out excavations on Temple Mount has already been 
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considered by the Committee in the January 2011 Appeal and was not upheld (pages 32 - 
33 of the Bulletin). 
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
15.39 The complainant said that the Committee's finding in the January 2011 Appeal was 
in relation to a different complaint as the excavations to which the complainant referred 
were not archaeological excavations. The complainant said that, in any case, the 
Committee's finding on the January 2011 Appeal was based on misinformation as the 
Committee were not aware of evidence provided in relation to Mr Spielman's interview. 
 
The Committee's decision  
 
15.40 As mentioned above in relation to items 1 and 4(b), in its finding on the January 
2011 Appeal, the Committee considered the "vast effort by Palestinian leaders, clerics and 
academics to deny and undermine Israel's connection to Jewish holy sites and shrines, 
and to erase evidence of Jewish habitation and heritage in Jerusalem's holy basin" (pages 
31 - 32 of the Bulletin). The Committee confirmed that its conclusions in the January 2011 
Appeal concerning the programme's treatment of history and archaeology are relevant to 
its decision on whether this aspect of the complainant's appeal raises a matter of 
substance. 
 
15.41 In its finding on the January 2011 Appeal, the Committee had concluded that "a 
Jewish perspective on archaeology had been adequately represented in the interview with 
Mr Spielman" (page 33 of the Bulletin).  
 
15.42 The Committee referred to the email exchange which the complainant had 
provided with a representative of Elad, Mr Spielman, who was interviewed in the 
programme. The Committee referred to the allegations which Mr Spielman made about 
his interview, which are set out in item 1 ([paragraph 9.8]) above. However, the 
Committee noted that the email from Mr Spielman was in response to an email from the 
complainant which mainly focussed on item 13 of his appeal concerning the description of 
Elad as an "exclusionary settler organisation". Further, in the email, Mr Spielman's 
comments primarily concern Elad's relationship with its Arab neighbours. In the email, Mr 
Spielman did not mention excavations being carried out by Palestinians on Temple Mount 
and Mr Spielman's comments in the programme did not concern excavations being carried 
out by Palestinians on Temple Mount. 
 
15.43 The Committee agreed that the complaint in item 7(d) that the programme 
breached the Editorial Guidelines by not mentioning the use of bulldozers to carry out 
unlawful excavations on Temple Mount does not have a reasonable prospect of success. 
The Committee reached this conclusion as it decided that there was no reasonable 
prospect of it considering that it was necessary to mention those excavations in the 
context of the programme. The Committee noted that programme makers are entitled to 
decide to focus on particular issues without also including every perspective (see 
paragraphs [8.5 - 8.10] above). 
 
15.44 The complainant considered that the ECU misconstrued the Editorial Guidelines by 
supposing that it is permissible to focus on only one side's actions in a conflict. The 
Committee noted its comments in paragraph[s 8.5 - 8.10] above. The Committee noted 
that due impartiality"does not require the representation of every argument or facet of 
every argument on every occasion or an equal division of time for each view". The 
Committee acknowledged that it was not practicable or possible to include every view, 
every variation of a view and every fact on a subject in a programme. The Committee 
took the view that it was clear at the outset that the programme would be about the 
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dispute between Palestinians and Israelis over East Jerusalem. The Committee concluded 
that the argument that the ECU had misconstrued the Editorial Guidelines did not have a 
reasonable prospect of success.  In addition, the Committee noted that the ECU's decision 
was based on the 2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines, which only apply to 
programmes broadcast before 18 October 2010. Therefore, a decision of the Committee 
concerning the ECU's interpretation of the 2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines in 
relation to this complaint would have no practical application to programmes broadcast 
from 18 October 2010. As a result, it would not be cost effective or proportionate to 
consider the ECU's interpretation of the 2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines on appeal. 
Also, the Committee noted that the complaint that the programme breached the Editorial 
Guidelines in relation to item 7(d) does not have a reasonable prospect of success (for the 
reasons set out in paragraphs [15.40 - 15.43 above]). For all of the above reasons, the 
Committee decided that this aspect of the complainant's appeal concerning the ECU's 
interpretation of the Editorial Guidelines does not raise a matter of substance. 
 
 
16. Item 8: Ms Corbin's comment that demolitions have "been increasing in 
recent days" and "we got hold of a list that shows there's another forty to go 
before the end of the year. That's because the municipal government has a 
budget that it has to use up for demolitions" was biased and misleading. 
   
16.1 Item 8(a): The number of demolitions carried out by the Municipality is not 
dictated by any specific budget 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
16.2 The complainant said that the statement made in the programme that an 
increased number of demolitions had to be carried out before the end of the year to use a 
budget up was unfounded speculation. The complainant said that the Jerusalem 
Municipality's position was, in fact, the opposite of the speculation made in the 
programme (the complainant referred to an email from the Jerusalem Municipality dated 
18 November 2010). The complainant took the view that the ECU's suggestion that the 
misrepresentation made by this speculation can be overlooked on the ground that it is 
immaterial misinterprets the BBC's obligations and is irrational. The complainant said that 
the programme made a serious and unfounded allegation that Palestinian homes were 
being demolished without due regard for the merits in order to use up a budget. In his 
view, the misrepresentation is all the more serious since it reinforces the anti-Semitic 
stereotype that Jews care only for money. 
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
16.3 The Head of Editorial Standards took the view that the Committee has already 
considered in the January 2011 Appeal the substance of the complaint that Ms Corbin's 
statements about demolitions were based on unfounded speculation about the number of 
demolitions. In the January 2011 Appeal, the Committee concluded that the programme 
"was duly accurate and impartial in the way it had reported the number and pace of 
demolitions" (page 20 of the Bulletin). 
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
16.4 The complainant said that, in the January 2011 Appeal, the Committee did not 
consider the Director of the Jerusalem Municipality Building Licensing Department's 
evidence, submitted by the complainant, in relation to the restriction in the number of 
demolitions at the end of 2009. Further, the complainant said that the Committee does 
not appear to have given proper scrutiny to the BBC's claim that Ms Corbin was informed 
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by sources in the Jerusalem Municipality that a budget for demolitions had to be used up 
by the end of the year. The complainant said that the BBC Trust has a responsibility to 
check this point with Jane Corbin directly and to examine her contemporaneous notes of 
the statements made by the sources. He said that this is an issue of substance which 
should be considered by the BBC Trust. 
 
The Committee's decision 
 
16.5 The Committee referred to the email from the Jerusalem Municipality provided by 
the complainant, which was translated into English, as well as the complainant's 
comments regarding that email. The Committee noted the complainant's concerns about 
reinforcing an anti-Semitic stereotype that Jews only care about money. 
  
16.6 The Committee noted that in relation to the January 2011 Appeal, Panorama said 
that Jane Corbin was in Jerusalem in November 2009 and her comments were made in 
the context of a spike in the number of demolitions in East Jerusalem between late 
October and late November (page 19 of the Bulletin). Also, the Committee's finding on 
the January 2011 Appeal mentioned that the complainants in that appeal maintained that 
it was false and "patently ridiculous" to suggest demolitions had been taking place 
because a budget needed to be used up, when what had been driving demolitions was 
illegal construction. The finding on the January 2011 Appeal also included a quote from 
the Mayor's spokesman who said "there is simply no connection whatsoever between the 
annual budget of the Jerusalem Municipality and the number of demolitions concluded" 
(page 19 of the Bulletin). The Committee noted that it had taken into account criticisms 
regarding Jane Corbin's statement on demolitions when reaching its conclusions on the 
January 2011 Appeal, albeit that the Committee did not take into account the email from 
the Jerusalem Municipality, which was only provided by the complainant later, in this 
appeal  
. 
16.7 Also, the Committee noted that in its finding on the January 2011 Appeal, the 
Committee had concluded that it "accepted Ms Corbin's confirmation that more than one 
source inside the Municipality had told her personally that there was money set aside for 
demolitions and that it had to be used up. The Committee agreed that this was not at 
odds with the statement that houses were demolished because they were illegally built 
and that viewers would understand the focus here to be on the rate of demolitions" (page 
19 of the Bulletin).  
 
16.8 Taking into account the Committee's conclusions in its finding on the January 2011 
Appeal and the email from the Jerusalem Municipality and the complainant's 
comments,(including his comments on the email and his concerns about anti-Semitism), 
the Committee decided that the complaint that the programme breached the Editorial 
Guidelines in relation to item 8(a) of the complainant's appeal does not have a reasonable 
prospect of success. Therefore, as the complaint that the programme breached the 
Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 8(a) does not raise a matter of substance, the 
Committee decided that it was not necessary in the circumstances to check Jane Corbin's 
notes in relation to the claim that the Jerusalem Municipality had a budget to use up by 
the end of the year.  
 
16.9 The complainant said that the ECU misinterpreted the Editorial Guidelines by 
suggesting that a misrepresentation that Palestinian homes had to be demolished without 
due regard to the merits in order to use up a budget can be overlooked on the ground 
that it is immaterial and the ECU did not apply the requirement in the Editorial Guidelines 
on accuracy to avoid unfounded speculation. The Committee noted that the complaint 
that the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 8(a) did not have 
a reasonable prospect of success (for the reasons set out in paragraphs [16.5 - 16.8] 



 

March and September 2012 issued November 2012 34 

 

above). The Committee also noted that the ECU had considered that the absence of a 
denial from the Jerusalem Municipality had not created a materially misleading impression 
given that the Israeli justification for demolishing buildings was clearly stated in the 
programme  so that the audience would have been aware of the reasons why certain 
buildings and structures are being pulled down. The ECU had concluded that it was 
reasonable to report from information obtained first hand from known, reliable sources. 
The Committee noted that the ECU's decision was based on the 2005 version of the 
Editorial Guidelines, which only apply to programmes broadcast before 18 October 2010. 
Therefore, a decision of the Committee concerning the ECU's interpretation of the 2005 
version of the Editorial Guidelines in relation to this complaint would have no practical 
application to programmes broadcast from 18 October 2010. As a result, it would not be 
cost effective or proportionate to consider the ECU's interpretation of the 2005 version of 
the Editorial Guidelines on appeal. Given the Committee's comments on the ECU's 
decision in this paragraph, its decision that the complaint that the programme breached 
the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 8(a) did not have a reasonable prospect of 
success and the lack of practical value going forward of the Committee considering the 
ECU's interpretation of the 2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines, the Committee 
decided that this aspect of the complainant's appeal does not raise a matter of substance.  
 
16.10 Item 8(b): The number of structural demolitions by the Municipality in East 
Jerusalem decreased from 86 in 2008 to 65 in 2009 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
16.11 The complainant said that the ECU misconstrued the BBC's obligations in 
supposing that it was acceptable for the programme to state that demolitions had been 
increasing recently without also making clear that the long-term trend was downwards (as 
"all the relevant facts and information should be weighed to get at the truth"). 
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
16.12 The Head of Editorial Standards said that the complaint that the programme 
should have made it clear that "the long-term trend was downwards" has already been 
considered by the Committee in the January 2011 Appeal, and was not upheld. The 
Committee concluded that "it was reasonable to use demolition figures for the specific 
period that related to the reporter's visit and the filming of the report. It had been made 
clear that the figures related just to this period and the audience would not have been 
misled". The Head of Editorial Standards pointed out that the Committee decided the "no 
further context in this instance was required for accuracy" (page 19 of the Bulletin).   
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
16.13 The complainant said that the finding of the Committee in the January 2011 
Appeal misconstrued the BBC's obligations and/or was irrational (the complainant referred 
to the requirement in the Editorial Guidelines to "report statistics and risks in context"). 
The complainant said that the Committee's finding in the January 2011 Appeal should be 
reconsidered in the light of the evidence he provided from the Jerusalem Municipality. 
 
The Committee's decision 
 
16.14 The Committee referred to the email from the Jerusalem Municipality, which the 
complainant had provided, as well as the complainant's comments regarding that email 
and its finding on the January 2011 Appeal regarding demolition statistics. The Committee 
noted that the complainants in the January 2011 Appeal had argued that the "film 
focussed on the very limited period in which demolitions reportedly increased, ignoring 
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the more complete and accurate picture in which Israel had reduced the number of home 
demolitions it carried out". The Committee referred to its conclusions regarding the use of 
demolition statistics, set out in the summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
above.  
 
16.15 In relation to the interpretation of the Editorial Guidelines, the complainant said 
that there was a clear lack of due accuracy and impartiality in highlighting an alleged 
recent increase in the number of demolitions without putting it into the context of a 
downward trend. The complainant specifically referred to the statement in the Editorial 
Guidelines on accuracy that "we should report statistics and risks in context". The 
Committee noted that the Editorial Guidelines say “We should report statistics and risks in 
context taking care not to worry the audience unduly especially about health or crime.” 
The Editorial Guidelines go on to explain that “It may also be appropriate to report the 
margin of error and the source of figures to enable people to judge their significance. This 
may involve giving trends, taking care to avoid giving figures more weight than can stand 
scrutiny. If reporting a change consideration should be given to making the baseline 
figure clear. For example a doubling of a problem affecting one in two million people will 
still only affect one in a million.” The Committee noted that this section of the Editorial 
Guidelines is clearly aimed at ensuring programme makers do not  unduly worry 
audiences with statistics and risks which may affect the audience. The Committee did not 
accept the complainant's argument that it had misconstrued the Editorial Guidelines when 
reaching its conclusions on the January 2011 Appeal.  
 
16.16 The Committee decided that, in light of its conclusions on the January 2011 Appeal 
in relation to demolition statistics, this aspect of the complainant's appeal does not have a 
reasonable prospect of success.  
 
16.17 The complainant considers that the ECU misinterpreted the Editorial Guidelines in 
supposing that it was acceptable to state demolitions had been increasing recently 
without making clear that the long term trend was downwards. The complainant referred 
to the requirement in the Editorial Guidelines that "All the relevant facts and information 
should be weighed to get at the truth". The Committee noted that the requirement to 
weigh all relevant facts and information does not mean that a programme needs to 
include every relevant piece of information which the programme makers considered. The 
Committee acknowledged that it was not practicable or possible to include every view, 
every variation of a view and every fact on a subject in a programme. The Committee 
referred to its conclusion above that there was no reasonable prospect of it concluding 
that the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 8(b) of the 
complainant's appeal. The Committee noted that the ECU's decision was based on the 
2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines, which only apply to programmes broadcast 
before 18 October 2010.  Therefore, a decision of the Committee concerning the ECU's 
interpretation of the 2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines in relation to this complaint 
would have no practical application to programmes broadcast from 18 October 2010. As a 
result, it would not be cost effective or proportionate to consider the ECU's interpretation 
of the 2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines on appeal. Given the Committee's 
comments on the application of the Editorial Guidelines in this paragraph, its decision that 
the complaint that the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 
8(b) did not have a reasonable prospect of success and the lack of practical value going 
forward of the Committee considering the ECU's interpretation of the 2005 version of the 
Editorial Guidelines, the Committee decided that this aspect of the complainant's appeal 
does not raise a matter of substance. 
 
16.18 Item 8(c): 40 such demolitions were not, in fact, carried out between the date of 
filming in late 2009 and the broadcasting of the programme on 18 January 2010 
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Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
16.19 The complainant said that the ECU misconstrued the BBC's obligations in 
supposing that it was acceptable for the programme to state that there were 40 
demolitions to go by the end of the year without explaining that this number of 
demolitions had not, in fact, taken place when the programme was broadcast the 
following February. 
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
16.20 The Head of Editorial Standards said that, in the January 2011 Appeal, the 
Committee found that the programme was duly accurate and impartial in the way it 
reported the number and pace of demolitions (page 20 of the Bulletin). The Head of 
Editorial Standards noted that, in that appeal, the complaint that the programme should 
have explained whether the demolitions had in fact taken place when the programme was 
broadcast was considered by the Committee and was not upheld. 
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
16.21 The complainant said that the finding of the Committee in the January 2011 
Appeal misconstrued the BBC's obligations and/or was irrational. The complainant also 
said that it seems highly likely that the information that 40 buildings had not been 
demolished was available before the programme was finalised and it would not have been 
difficult to correct the information. The complainant took the view that the Committee's 
finding in the January 2011 Appeal should be reconsidered in the light of the evidence he 
provided from the Jerusalem Municipality. 
 
The Committee's decision 
 
16.22 The Committee noted the complainant's comments that it should not rely on its 
conclusions on the January 2011 Appeal to decide whether or not item 8(c) of his appeal 
raises a matter of substance because: (a) the Committee did not have the benefit of the 
evidence he provided from the Jerusalem Municipality; and (b) the Committee 
misconstrued the Editorial Guidelines on accuracy.  
 
16.23 The Committee noted that the email from the Jerusalem Municipality indicated 
that the number of demolitions was restricted at the end of 2009. The Committee also 
noted that in its finding on the January 2011 Appeal, it considered the complaint that the 
reference to 40 demolitions should have been edited out or corrected before the 
programme was broadcast. The Committee's conclusion in that appeal was based on its 
view that the programme made it clear that the reporter was describing an "intention" at 
the time of filming for 40 houses to be demolished.  
 
16.24 The Committee took into account the complainant's comments that the Committee 
misinterpreted the Editorial Guidelines in its finding on the January 2011 Appeal as the 
Guidelines state that "we must check programmes recorded some time before 
transmission or being repeated to make sure they have not been overtaken by events". 
The Committee noted that the extract from the Editorial Guidelines on accuracy which the 
complainant referred to continues "such as the known death of a contributor, the 
charging of an offender, or significant life changes. In some cases an on air 
announcement will be required, in others, the alteration or removal of some material". As 
explained in paragraph [16.23] above, the Committee noted that the programme made it 
clear that the reporter was describing an intention at the time of filming for 40 houses to 
be demolished.  The Committee noted that in its finding on the January 2011 Appeal it 
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concluded that the programme " was duly accurate and impartial in the way it had 
reported the number and pace of demolitions" (page 20 of the Bulletin).   
 
16.25 The Committee concluded that notwithstanding the email from the Jerusalem 
Municipality and the complainant's comments, this aspect of the complainant's appeal 
concerning the number of demolitions carried out does not have a reasonable prospect of 
success.  
 
16.26 The complainant considered that the ECU misconstrued the Editorial Guidelines in 
relation to item 8(c) of his complaint. The complainant took the view that avoidance of 
misleading statements is only part of the obligation of due accuracy, due accuracy also 
requires that all relevant facts and information should be weighed to get at the truth. The 
Committee agreed that the Editorial Guidelines state that all relevant facts and 
information should be weighed to get at the truth. The Committee noted that the 
requirement to weigh all relevant facts and information does not mean that a programme 
needs to include every relevant piece of information which the programme makers 
considered. The Committee acknowledged that it was not practicable or possible to 
include every view, every variation of a view and every fact on a subject in a programme. 
The Committee noted that the argument that the programme breached the Editorial 
Guidelines in relation to item 8(c) of the complainant's appeal did not have a reasonable 
prospect of success (for the reasons set out in paragraphs [16.22 - 16.25] above). The 
Committee noted that the ECU's decision was based on the 2005 version of the Editorial 
Guidelines, which only apply to programmes broadcast before 18 October 2010. 
Therefore, a decision of the Committee concerning the ECU's interpretation of the 2005 
version of the Editorial Guidelines in relation to this complaint would have no practical 
application to programmes broadcast from 18 October 2010. As a result, it would not be 
cost effective or proportionate to consider the ECU's interpretation of the 2005 version of 
the Editorial Guidelines on appeal. Given the Committee's comments on the application of 
the Editorial Guidelines in this paragraph, its decision that the complaint that the 
programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 8(c) did not have a 
reasonable prospect of success and the lack of practical value going forward of the 
Committee considering the ECU's interpretation of the 2005 version of the Editorial 
Guidelines, the Committee decided that this aspect of the complainant's appeal does not 
raise a matter of substance. 
 
16.27 Item 8(d): The introductory voice over: "When I was there just before Christmas 
roads were sealed - the Israelis don't make it easy to see what's going on" is misleading 
and liable to promote Anti-Semitism 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
16.28 The complainant said that the demolitions to which Ms Corbin refers took place 
between the end of October and the end of November, some time before Christmas. He 
considered that the suggestion that Jews were making Palestinians homeless just before 
Christmas was particularly liable to promote anti-Semitism. The complainant said that the 
ECU's view that although the audience might not consider November to be "just before 
Christmas", this statement was not materially inaccurate, misinterprets the BBC's 
obligations and is irrational. The complainant said that the inaccuracy was significant 
because it was liable to promote anti-Semitism. Also, the complainant said that the ECU 
failed to regard the impact of this aspect of the complaint on the materiality of the 
inaccuracy and instead considered it as a separate ground of complaint. In so doing, the 
ECU misinterpreted the complaint. The complainant also said that the ECU failed to 
address the argument that the statements at issue in items 8(a), (b), (c) and (d) were 
biased.   
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Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
16.29 The Head of Editorial Standards said that the words "just before Christmas" were 
not likely to promote anti-Semitism and Ms Corbin's statement was duly accurate and 
impartial. The Head of Editorial Standards said that although the ECU did not consider the 
Editorial Guidelines on impartiality in relation to this aspect of the complaint, the 
Committee has already considered the substance of this aspect of the complaint in the 
January 2011 Appeal. The Head of Editorial Standards took the view that the complaint 
that the ECU did not address item 8 does not, therefore, raise a matter of substance. 
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
16.30 The complainant said that the Head of Editorial Standards' view that Ms Corbin's 
statements would not be liable to promote anti-Semitism was unreasoned and irrational. 
Further, the complainant said that the Head of Editorial Standards' comments do not 
address the inaccuracy identified in item 8(d). Finally, the complainant said that the ECU's 
failure to address the complaint of bias in respect of this item 8 as a whole raises an issue 
of substance in itself. 
 
The Committee's decision 
 
16.31 The Committee noted that, in the January 2011 Appeal, the Committee did not 
consider the specific question of whether the phrase "When I was there, just before 
Christmas" was misleading or liable to promote anti-Semitism. However, the Committee 
noted that when it had considered the use of statistics in relation to demolition as part of 
the January 2011 Appeal, the Committee had reviewed the relevant part of the 
programme, which included the sentence "When I was there, just before Christmas". 
Further, the Committee noted that its finding on the January 2011 Appeal included an 
extract from a response from Panorama which clearly stated that Jane Corbin was there 
in November 2009. The Committee noted that it had concluded in the January 2011 
Appeal that the programme "was duly accurate and impartial in the way it had reported 
the number and pace of demolitions"  (page 30 of the Bulletin). 
 
16.32 The Committee noted that it appears there is no basis for the complainant's 
argument that the statement would have promoted anti-Semitism other than the 
reference to the Christmas period. The Committee did not accept that the reference to the 
Christmas period would have promoted anti-Semitism. The Committee concluded that the 
argument that the statement "When I was there, just before Christmas" breached the 
Editorial Guidelines because it was inaccurate and liable to promote anti-Semitism does 
not have a reasonable prospect of success.  
 
16.33 The complainant said that the ECU misinterpreted the Editorial Guidelines. The 
Committee noted there is no reasonable prospect of it concluding that the sentence 
"When I was there, just before Christmas" breached the Editorial Guidelines. The 
Committee agreed that, depending on the circumstances, a minor inaccuracy might not 
constitute a breach of the Editorial Guidelines on accuracy. The Committee noted in its 
finding on the January 2011 Appeal that the fact that the demolition figures in the 
programme had related to the period of the reporter's visit had been made clear and the 
audience would not have been misled (page 19 of the Bulletin). The Committee noted 
that the ECU's decision was based on the 2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines, which 
only apply to programmes broadcast before 18 October 2010. Therefore, a decision of the 
Committee concerning the ECU's interpretation of the 2005 version of the Editorial 
Guidelines in relation to this complaint would have no practical application to programmes 
broadcast from 18 October 2010. As a result, it would not be cost effective or 
proportionate to consider the ECU's interpretation of the 2005 version of the Editorial 
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Guidelines on appeal. Given the Committee's comments on the Editorial Guidelines in this 
paragraph, its decision that the complaint that the programme breached the Editorial 
Guidelines in relation to item 8(d) did not have a reasonable prospect of success and the 
lack of practical value going forward of the Committee considering the ECU's 
interpretation of the 2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines,  the Committee decided that 
this aspect of the complainant's appeal does not raise a matter of substance.  
 
16.34 The complainant also said that the ECU misinterpreted his complaint because the 
ECU only considered his concern about anti-Semitism as a separate point without having 
regard to its impact on the materiality of the alleged inaccuracy in the statement "When I 
was there, just before Christmas". The Committee noted that, the way in which the 
complaint in item 8(d) is set out in the complainant's correspondence with the ECU, it is 
reasonable to conclude that the issue concerning anti-Semitism is a separate point. The 
Committee concluded that the ECU addressed the complaint as set out in his 
correspondence with the ECU. The Committee additionally noted that for the reasons set 
out in paragraph [16.33], it would not be cost effective or proportionate to consider the 
ECU's interpretation of the 2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 8(d) 
on appeal. For those reasons, the Committee decided that this aspect of the 
complainant's appeal does not raise a matter of substance. 
 
16.35 The complainant also said that the ECU failed to consider whether items 8(a), (b), 
(c) or (d) breached the Editorial Guidelines on impartiality. The Committee noted that in 
its finding on the January 2011 Appeal, the Committee concluded that the programme 
was duly accurate and impartial in relation to the aspect of the programme concerning 
the use of demolition statistics. Given the Committee's conclusions on the January 2011 
Appeal, the Committee noted that it would not be cost effective or proportionate to 
consider this aspect of the complaint on appeal. The Committee concluded that this 
aspect of the complainant's appeal does not raise a matter of substance.  
 
17. Item 9: The programme's summary of the history of Jerusalem was 
biased and misleading. 
 
17.1 Item 9(a): The programme omitted all facts which might support the views and 
actions of those who seek to restore the historic Jewish presence in East Jerusalem 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
17.2 The complainant said that the omitted facts referred to above were particularly 
significant because Ms Corbin referred to the principle of maintaining the status quo of 
territory coming under state control as a result of armed conflict. The complainant said 
that one reasonable point of view is that the relevant status quo is that of 1947, prior to 
the Jordanian occupation, when Jerusalem was a united city with a longstanding majority 
Jewish population. The complainant said that the passages from the interview with Mr 
Spielman included in the programme referred only, rather unclearly, to the biblical history 
of the site. The complainant referred to the allegations made by Mr Spielman in his email 
exchange with the complainant (see item 1, paragraph [9.8] above). The complainant 
said that it was biased and misleading to describe the situation following 1948 without 
mentioning that this was the result of the illegal Jordanian invasion and the ethnic 
cleansing of the Jewish communities from East Jerusalem.  
 
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
17.3 The Head of Editorial Standards considered that the Committee has already 
considered the substance of the complaint that the programme did not include 
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information about the historical background to provide justification for restoring the 
Jewish presence in East Jerusalem (or to accurately and fairly represent those 
justifications) in the January 2011 Appeal, and the complaint was not upheld (page 31 
and 33 of the Bulletin). 
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
17.4 The complainant said that the Committee's finding in the January 2011 Appeal was 
misinformed, did not benefit from the evidence he submitted to the ECU concerning the 
interview with Mr Spielman and did not address the various points made by the 
complainant. The complainant said that the fact that it was only a half-hour programme 
does not justify such coverage as there was of the history being biased and misleading.   
 
The Committee's decision 
 
17.5 The Committee agreed that item 9(a) of the complainant's appeal is more specific 
than the more general complaint regarding historical context which was considered as 
part of the January 2011 Appeal. The Committee noted that as part of the January 2011 
Appeal, it had considered the complaint that essential context had been ignored: "Israeli 
actions in East Jerusalem cannot begin to be understood without knowledge of the 
millennia-long Jewish presence there before Jordan's illegal occupation of the territory 
between 1948 - 67, the expulsion of the Jews from their homes, the barring of their 
return, and the destruction and desecration of Jewish religious sites". The Committee had 
concluded that "the programme had dealt appropriately with the historical background, 
given that it was a half-hour film and the Panorama audience would have had some 
previous understanding of the context” (page 33 of the Bulletin). 
 
17.6 The Committee noted the complainant's view that the Committee's finding on the 
January 2011 Appeal was based on the assumption that the programme makers worked 
with Mr Spielman to present Jewish history in Jerusalem fairly to the audience. The 
Committee referred to the email exchange which the complainant had provided with a 
representative of Elad, Mr Spielman, who was interviewed in the programme. However, 
the Committee noted that the email from Mr Spielman was in response to an email from 
the complainant which mainly focussed on item 13 of his appeal concerning the 
description of Elad as an "exclusionary settler organisation". Further, in the email, Mr 
Spielman's comments primarily concern Elad's relationship with its Arab neighbours. In 
the email, Mr Spielman did not mention the omission of information which the 
complainant referred to in item 9(a) of his appeal and the comments made by Mr 
Spielman which were included in the programme did not concern that information either.  
 
17.7 The Committee noted that its reasoning regarding the programme's treatment of 
history in its finding on the January 2011 Appeal is set out in the same section as its 
reasoning on the programme's treatment of archaeology, which includes extracts from the 
interview with Mr Spielman. However, the Committee commented that the extracts from 
the interview with Mr Spielman which are referred to in its finding on the January 2011 
Appeal primarily concern archaeology and biblical history rather than the level of detail 
included in the programme regarding more recent history. Further, in relation to the 
treatment of history in the programme, the Committee's finding on the January 2011 
Appeal quotes a statement by Jane Corbin and refers to a statement made by the Mayor 
of Jerusalem (the Committee's finding does not quote extracts from the interview with Mr 
Spielman in relation to more recent history).  
 
17.8 The Committee took into account the complainant's concerns regarding the 
interview with Mr Spielman as well as its conclusions on the January 2011 Appeal. The 
Committee agreed that it was within the programme makers' editorial judgement whether 
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to include in the programme the information suggested by the complainant in support of 
those who seek to restore the historic Jewish presence in East Jerusalem. The Committee 
decided that the complainant's argument that the programme breached the Editorial 
Guidelines by omitting facts which might support the views and actions of those who seek 
to restore the historic Jewish presence in East Jerusalem does not have a reasonable 
prospect of success.  
 
17.9 Item 9(b): Ms Corbin's reference to Israel seizing the West Bank following war 
with its Arab neighbours was unbalanced 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
17.10 The complainant said that Jane Corbin omitted to mention that in 1967 Israel 
sought to avoid any conflict with Jordan (which was then occupying the West Bank), and 
only fought back after it was attacked by Jordanian forces advancing on West Jerusalem. 
The complainant also said that the ECU did not address part (b) of item 9. 
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
17.11 The Head of Editorial Standards said that, as part of the January 2011 Appeal, the 
Committee considered how the programme dealt with the historical background. The 
Committee concluded that the programme had dealt appropriately with the historical 
background, given that it was a half hour film and the Panorama audience would have 
had some previous understanding of the context (page 33 of the Bulletin). The Head of 
Editorial Standards took the view that, although the ECU failed to consider this aspect of 
the complaint, the Committee has already considered the substance of the complaint in 
item 9(b) in the January 2011 Appeal, and the complaint was not upheld.  
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
17.12 The complainant said that the January 2011 Appeal did not include the complaint 
that the statement "In 1967 Israel annexed East Jerusalem after seizing the West Bank, 
following war with its Arab neighbours" was unbalanced. Further, the complainant said 
that the ECU did not address this aspect of his complaint and therefore failed to deal fairly 
and properly with the complaint. 
 
The Committee's decision 
 
17.13 As explained in relation to item 9(a), the Committee decided in relation to the 
January 2011 Appeal that "the programme had dealt appropriately with the historical 
background, given that it was a half-hour film and the Panorama audience would have 
had some previous understanding of the context” (page 33 of the Bulletin). 
 
17.14 As above in relation to item 9(a), the Committee noted the complainant's concerns 
regarding Mr Spielman's email. However, the Committee commented that the email from 
Mr Spielman was in response to an email from the complainant which mainly focussed on 
item 13 of his appeal concerning the description of Elad as an "exclusionary settler 
organisation". The Committee's noted that its reasoning regarding the programme's 
treatment of history in its finding on the January 2011 Appeal is set out in the same 
section as its reasoning on the programme's treatment of archaeology, which includes 
extracts from the interview with Mr Spielman. However, the Committee noted that Mr 
Spielman's comments in the programme primarily concern archaeology and biblical history 
rather than more recent historical background, for example, concerning Israeli conflict 
with Jordan. Further the Committee's finding on the January 2011 Appeal refers to a 
statement made by Jane Corbin and Nir Barkat in the programme in relation to the 
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treatment of history in the programme (the Committee's finding does not quote extracts 
from the interview with Mr Spielman in relation to more recent history).  
 
17.15 Taking into account its conclusions on the treatment of historical background in its 
finding on the January 2011 Appeal, the email exchange with Mr Spielman and the 
complainant's comments, the Committee concluded that the aspect of the complainant's 
appeal that the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines by referring to Israel seizing 
the West Bank following war with its Arab neighbours does not have a reasonable 
prospect of success.  
 
17.16 In relation to the complainant's argument that the ECU did not address item 9(b) 
of his appeal, the Committee considered that the ECU's conclusion that it was not 
necessary to provide the more detailed background information the complainant 
suggested may also cover item 9(b) of his complaint. The Committee noted that for the 
reasons set out in paragraphs [17.13 - 17.15] above, the complaint that the programme 
breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 9(b) did not have a reasonable 
prospect of success. As a result, in the circumstances of this complaint, the Committee 
noted that it would not be cost effective and proportionate to consider this aspect of the 
complaint concerning whether the ECU addressed item 9(b) on appeal. For those reasons, 
the Committee concluded that this aspect of the complainant's appeal does not raise a 
matter of substance.  
 
18. Item 10: The account which the programme gave of the eviction of the 
Hanoun family was misleading and biased. 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
18.1 The complainant said that the programme omitted to mention that the Israeli 
courts held that the Hanoun family had security of tenure but that they were obliged to 
pay a fair rent to the owner (a Jewish organisation). The complainant said that the family 
was evicted for non-payment of rent and the family knew in advance that they would be 
evicted. Further, the bias in the presenter's account was compounded by the inclusion of 
misleading accounts by members of the Hanoun family without correction or 
contradiction. The complainant said that the ECU has not addressed item 10 of his 
complaint or, if it has, it has misconstrued the BBC's obligations in relation to accuracy. 
The complainant identified five representations in the programme which he claims are not 
duly accurate. The complainant also said that in considering that it was duly impartial to 
cover the eviction without mentioning security of tenure and rent payments, the ECU 
misconstrued the Editorial Guidelines on impartiality and/or was irrational. 
 
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
18.2 The Head of Editorial Standards noted the complainant's view that the ECU did not 
address the requirement in the Editorial Guidelines that "all the relevant facts and 
information should be weighed to get at the truth" and that the ECU misconstrued the 
Editorial Guidelines on impartiality. However, the Head of Editorial Standards concluded 
that the substance of the complaint regarding the account of the Hanouns' eviction was 
addressed by the Committee in the January 2011 Appeal (pages 20, 25 and 29 of the 
Bulletin). 
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
18.3 The complainant did not agree that the substance of item 10 of his complaint had 
been addressed by the Committee in the January 2011 Appeal. The complainant said that 
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the Committee's decision in the January 2011 Appeal did not address his complaint that it 
was not duly accurate and impartial for the programme to represent: that the Israeli 
courts helped the settlers without mentioning that the Israeli courts also helped the 
Palestinians by confirming their security of tenure as long as they paid rent; that the 
Hanoun family was woken at dawn as the police burst in without mentioning that the 
Hanoun family knew in advance that they were about to be evicted for non-payment of 
rent; that it was very hurtful for the Hanouns to be evicted without mentioning that they 
knew that they had been evicted because they had declined to pay the rent after the 
courts had found that the property was owned by a Jewish organisation; or that the 
police violently forced open the windows without mentioning that the Hanouns had 
barricaded themselves in the property after receiving the eviction order.  
 
18.4 The complainant also said that the complainants in the January 2011 Appeal did 
not point out that the Israeli courts had confirmed that the Hanouns and other families in 
the building had security of tenure as long as they paid rent.  
 
18.5 The complainant said that the ECU's failure to apply the Editorial Guidelines 
correctly and other failings in considering the complaint raise a matter of substance in 
themselves. 
 
The Committee's decision 
 
18.6 The Committee referred to its conclusions concerning the eviction of the Hanoun 
family in its finding on the January 2011 Appeal. The Committee noted that in relation to 
an aspect of the January 2011 Appeal concerning eviction and demolition procedures, it 
"considered it had been made clear to viewers that there was a legal process, involving 
the courts and eviction orders, and there had been no need for further detail to be 
included. This aspect of the film was considered duly accurate and impartial.” (page 20 of 
the Bulletin). In relation to an aspect of the January 2011 Appeal concerning Sheikh 
Jarrah and the Ras Al Amud neighbourhoods, the "Committee decided that there was 
sufficient clarity about the Hanoun case for the purposes of the film. The featured issue 
had been the dispute over the legal ownership of the house, the Hanouns had continued 
to maintain the property was rightfully theirs. It was not necessary to set out that the 
family refused to pay rent, as tenants (because in their view they owned the house) and 
that the refusal to pay rent had led to the eviction. The key fact was that the ownership 
of the property was disputed and that the dispute lay between Jewish ownership (which 
had been established by the courts) and an extended Palestinian family which claimed it 
had been granted it in 1948” (page 25 of the Bulletin). Also, “The Committee noted that 
in the case of Sheikh Jarrah the Hanoun case was an example which demonstrated that 
there were historic Jewish claims in this area which predated 1948. The Committee also 
noted that in the case of Ras Al Amoud the description of the work of Mr King made it 
clear that there were historic Jewish claims to properties in the neighbourhood and the 
reference to the cemetery at the Mount of Olives as the site of the most important Jewish 
cemetery in the world also established that this was once a Jewish area.  The Committee 
considered that these references taken with the Mayor’s statement (set out above) had 
dealt appropriately with the historical background and were sufficient to achieve due 
impartiality given that it was a half-hour film and the Panorama audience would have had 
some previous understanding of the context. It considered that the audience had not, 
therefore, been misled” (page 29 of the Bulletin). 
 
18.7 The Committee noted the complainant's view that its finding on the January 2011 
Appeal did not address aspects of his complaint. However, the Committee decided that 
taking into account the issues which it considered as part of the January 2011 Appeal and 
its conclusions on those issues, this aspect of the complainant's appeal (concerning the 
eviction of the Hanoun family) does not have a reasonable prospect of success.   
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18.8 The complainant considers that the ECU misconstrued the Editorial Guidelines in 
relation to accuracy and impartiality. The Committee noted that the requirement to weigh 
all relevant facts and information does not mean that a programme needs to include 
every relevant piece of information which the programme makers considered. The 
Committee noted its comments in paragraphs [8.5 - 8.10] above. The Committee 
acknowledged that it was not practicable or possible to include every view, every variation 
of a view and every fact on a subject in a programme.  The Committee noted that the 
complaint that the programme had breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 10 
did not have a reasonable prospect of success. The Committee also noted that the ECU's 
decision was based on the 2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines, which only apply to 
programmes broadcast before 18 October 2010. Therefore, a decision of the Committee 
concerning the ECU's interpretation of the 2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines in 
relation to this complaint would have no practical application to programmes broadcast 
from 18 October 2010. As a result, it would not be cost effective or proportionate to 
consider the ECU's interpretation of the 2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines on appeal. 
Given the Committee's comments on the Editorial Guidelines in this paragraph, its decision 
that the complaint that the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to 
item 10 did not have a reasonable prospect of success and the lack of practical value 
going forward of the Committee considering the ECU's interpretation of the 2005 version 
of the Editorial Guidelines, the Committee decided that this aspect of the complainant's 
appeal does not raise a matter of substance.  
 
19. Item 11: Ms Corbin's reference to locating Jewish owners of houses in 
East Jerusalem who now lived abroad was biased and misleading because Ms 
Corbin did not explain that they were forced off their property. 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
19.1 The complainant said that Ms Corbin referred to efforts to locate the relatives of 
Jewish owners of houses in East Jerusalem and mentioned that the Jewish owners often 
now live abroad. However, Ms Corbin omitted to mention that the owners were forced out 
of East Jerusalem by ethnic cleansing by Arabs. The complainant said that it was biased 
and misleading to mention the first point, which implied that the owners had abandoned 
their property, without explaining that they were forced off their property. The 
complainant also took the view that the ECU misconstrued item 11 and did not address 
item 11 of his complaint.  
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
19.2 The Head of Editorial Standards considered that the programme gave an accurate 
and duly impartial account of Jewish claims on properties and land in East Jerusalem. The 
Head of Editorial Standards said that it was the programme maker's editorial judgment as 
to what they should or should not include in a programme, provided that the programme 
complies with the BBC's Editorial Guidelines. The Head of Editorial Standards said that, 
although the specific question in this appeal relating to Jewish owners living abroad was 
not covered in the Committee's finding in the January 2011 Appeal, the Committee 
concluded more generally that "the programme had dealt appropriately with the historical 
background, given that it was a half-hour film and the Panorama audience would have 
had some previous understanding of the context" (page 33 of the Bulletin). 
 
19.3 The Head of Editorial Standards also took the view that the ECU did address this 
aspect of the complaint and did not misconstrue it (see page 10 of the ECU's letter dated 
19 January 2011).  
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Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
19.4 The complainant said that, although the Head of Editorial Standards states that 
she agrees with the ECU's decision that the programme gave an accurate and impartial 
account of Jewish claims on properties and land in East Jerusalem, the ECU did not 
address the complaint under item 11 that the programme misleadingly implied that the 
Jewish owners of property in East Jerusalem had abandoned their property to live abroad 
and failed to balance that statement with the fact that they were forced out of East 
Jerusalem by ethnic cleansing.  
 
19.5 The complainant said that the Head of Editorial Standards failed to explain why 
she rejects the complainant's analysis of this aspect of his complaint and her refusal to 
refer it to the BBC Trust is unreasoned and irrational. 
 
19.6 The complainant said that the Committee's finding in the January 2011 Appeal 
does not address this aspect of the complaint. Further, the complainant said that no 
reliance should be placed on the Committee's finding on the January 2011 Appeal in light 
of the comments made by Mr Spielman concerning his interview with Jane Corbin.  
 
19.7 The complainant also said that the ECU did not address this aspect of his 
complaint. In his view, this and other failures of the ECU in its handling of the complaint 
are in themselves matters of substance. 
 
The Committee's decision 
 
19.8 The Committee noted the complainant's view that the Committee should not rely 
on its finding on the January 2011 Appeal in relation to item 11 of his appeal in light of 
the allegations made by Mr Spielman concerning his interview with Jane Corbin.  
 
19.9 The Committee noted that the extracts from the interview with Mr Spielman 
referred to in the Committee's finding on the January 2011 Appeal and the extracts 
included in the programme focus on archaeology and biblical history rather than home 
ownership or the reasons why home owners left East Jerusalem. Further the Committee's 
finding on the January 2011 Appeal refers to a statement made by Jane Corbin and Nir 
Barkat in the programme in relation to historical claims (the Committee's finding does not 
quote extracts from the interview with Mr Spielman in relation to more recent history).  
 
19.10 Further, the Committee noted that the email from Mr Spielman appears to 
primarily concern Elad's relationship with its Arab neighbours. In the email, Mr Spielman 
did not mention the reasons why Jewish home owners left East Jerusalem and the 
extracts from Mr Spielman's interview which were included in the programme also do not 
concern why Jewish home owners left East Jerusalem.  
 
19.11 The Committee noted that in its finding on the January 2011 Appeal, the 
Committee concluded that the "programme had dealt appropriately with the historical 
background, given that this was a half-hour film and the Panorama audience would have 
had some previous understanding of the context" (page 33 of the Bulletin). Further, the 
Committee agreed with the Head of Editorial Standards that it is the programme maker’s 
editorial judgement as to what they should or should not include in a programme, 
provided that the programme complies with the BBC’s Editorial Guidelines. 
 
19.12 The Committee took into account the complainant's concerns regarding the 
interview with Mr Spielman as well as its conclusions on the January 2011 Appeal and 
decided that the complainant's argument that the programme breached the Editorial 
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Guidelines in relation to item 11 of his appeal does not have a reasonable prospect of 
success.  
 
19.13 The complainant said that the ECU failed to consider whether the programme 
misleadingly implied that Jewish owners of property had abandoned their property to live 
abroad without explaining that owners were often forced out of East Jerusalem by ethnic 
cleansing. The ECU concluded that the programme gave an accurate and duly impartial 
account of Jewish claims on properties and land in East Jerusalem. The Committee 
commented that the complaint that the programme had breached the Editorial Guidelines 
in respect of item 11 of the complainant's appeal did not raise a matter of substance (for 
the reasons set out in paragraphs [19.8 - 19.12] above). As a result, in the circumstances 
of this complaint, the Committee noted that it would not be cost effective and 
proportionate to consider this aspect of the complaint concerning whether the ECU 
addressed item 11 on appeal. For those reasons the Committee decided that this aspect 
of the complainant's appeal does not raise a matter of substance. 
 
20. Item 12: The programme's description of the establishment of parks and 
walkways on the East side of the "Old City" as part of an official Israeli 
government plan to link Jewish "settlements" and to strengthen its hold on 
East Jerusalem was biased and misleading 
 
20.1 Item 12(a): The programme's claim that it "discovered" the plan is misleading  
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
20.2 The complainant said that the programme did not discover the plan, which has 
been public knowledge since at least 2007. Also, the use of the word "official" to describe 
the plan did not in any way detract from the seriously misleading impression given by the 
statement, and the tone of voice in which Ms Corbin made it, that the programme had 
uncovered a secret Israeli government plot. The complainant said that the ECU acted 
unfairly in rejecting this aspect of the complaint on this new ground without giving him an 
opportunity to address it. 
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
20.3 The Head of Editorial Standards took the view that it was not misleading to say 
that Panorama "discovered" the plan. 
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
20.4 The complainant said that Jane Corbin's voice and tone implied that the 
programme makers had discovered a secret plan (the word official is not inconsistent with 
secret). The complainant said that the Head of Editorial Standards does not explain why 
she agrees with the ECU's decision.  
 
20.5 The complainant alleged that the ECU deliberately acted unfairly in dealing with 
the complaint and this itself raises a matter of substance (the complainant said that the 
ECU did not give him an opportunity to comment on a ground even though the 
complainant specifically asked for an opportunity to reply). 
 
The Committee's decision 
 
20.6 The Committee referred to the Head of Editorial Standards' decision on item 12(a) 
of the complainant's appeal and the complainant's points, especially in relation to the 
words used by the programme and Jane Corbin's voice and tone. The Committee did not 
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accept that Jane Corbin's tone and voice implied that the programme had discovered a 
secret plan and the Committee noted that the programme had referred to an "official 
plan" rather than a "secret plan". The Committee agreed with the Head of Editorial 
Standards that the argument that the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines by 
giving the impression that Panorama had "discovered" the plan does not have a 
reasonable prospect of success.  
  
20.7 In his analysis of the ECU decision, the complainant said that the ECU acted 
unfairly apparently by rejecting his complaint on the basis that the plan was described as 
"official" without giving him an opportunity to comment. The reason why the complainant 
considers that the ECU deliberately acted unfairly in relation to his complaint is that he 
had pointed out to the ECU that BBC Information had not addressed item 12(a) of his 
complaint and he specifically asked for an opportunity to reply if the programme makers 
addressed that aspect of his complaint. In his original complaint, the complainant argued 
that the statement regarding the "official plan" was misleading and biased because "in the 
first place, the existence of this plan was not discovered by the BBC's investigative team. 
It has been public knowledge since at least 2007". The Committee noted that in its 
decision, the ECU accepted that the idea of a tourist park in the area had been in the 
public domain for some time, however, it appeared as if final approval for the park was 
only given in June 2010. The ECU referred to online sources, for example the Telegraph 
website and the Independent website in its decision. The ECU then appears to have based 
its decision primarily on the basis that the plan was described as "official", which suggests 
that it was more likely to be public knowledge. The Committee noted that it has not seen 
any evidence to suggest that the ECU acted in a deliberately unfair manner in relation to 
the complainant's appeal.  
 
20.8 The Committee decided that if the ECU discussed the complainant's concerns with 
programme makers and carried out some additional investigations, this does not 
necessarily mean that the ECU relied on new information when reaching its decision. The 
Committee considered that the complainant had an opportunity to comment on the ECU's 
decision in his appeal to the BBC Trust and in his comments on the Head of Editorial 
Standards' decision regarding the admissibility of his appeal. Therefore, any unfairness 
which might have been caused to the complainant if the ECU did rely on any new 
information when reaching its decision on item 12(a) would have been effectively 
remedied at stage 3 of the complaints process as the complainant had opportunities to 
comment on the ECU's decision and the Head of Editorial Standards' decision before the 
Committee considered the admissibility of his appeal.  In addition, the Committee noted 
that the Complaints Framework is being reviewed and one of the proposals consulted on 
was that the ECU would inform a complainant of its decision, explaining its reasons and 
invite the complainant to make representations on the finding it is minded to make, which 
the ECU would take into account before finalising its decision. As a result, if this proposal 
is adopted by the BBC Trust, the amended Complaints Framework would address the 
complainant's concern about the ECU's procedure going forward. Further, the Committee 
noted that the argument that the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation 
to item 12(a) does not have a reasonable prospect of success (as explained in paragraph 
[20.6] above). For all of the above reasons, the Committee decided that it would not 
consider this aspect of the complaint on appeal.  
  
 
20.9 Item 12(b): The programme lacked impartiality and distorted the nature of the 
project by omitting to explain the positive aspects of the development plan 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
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20.10 The complainant said that the project referred to above is clearing rubbish from 
open ground and creating pathways to provide recreational facilities for the benefit of all. 
It is part of a wider plan to strengthen the status of Jerusalem as Israel's capital by 
improving municipal facilities in the whole of Jerusalem and showing that Israel is 
governing the city well for the benefit of residents, tourists and pilgrims of all faiths and 
ethnicities. The complainant considers that the programme did not explain the positive 
aspects of the development plan or balance the allegations made at length, and with 
emphasis, that the object of the plan was to link and reinforce Israeli settlements in East 
Jerusalem and to extend Israeli control over East Jerusalem.  
 
20.11 The complainant said that the ECU misinterpreted the BBC's obligations and/or 
was irrational in supposing that it was impartial to broadcast those allegations on the 
ground that the programme included "contributions" in general from Israelis. If the ECU 
had in mind other passages in the programme as putting the Israeli government's position 
regarding this plan, it was unfair not to draw these to the complainant's attention and to 
give the complainant an opportunity to comment before reaching its decision. Although 
BBC Information correctly observed that the programme referred to two separate plans, 
the complainant said that the ECU confused the two different Israeli plans in its decision 
(the plan to create parks and trails around the Old City walls and a plan to create an 
archaeological park in Silwan). The ECU therefore failed to carry out its investigation of 
the complaint with proper care.  
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
20.12 The Head of Editorial Standards said that the programme's description of the plan 
was duly accurate and duly impartial. The Head of Editorial Standards referred to the 
Jewish Development Agency website, which states that "one of the central aims of the 
JDA is to strengthen the status of Jerusalem as the capital of the State of Israel". The 
Head of Editorial Standards took the view that the ECU's decision appears to have been 
based on statements made in the programme. 
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
20.13 The complainant said that it is unfair and unsatisfactory for the Head of Editorial 
Standards to reject the complaint for new reasons without giving the complainant an 
opportunity to address them. The complainant said that the facts of his complaint have 
not been disputed until now, even though he asked the BBC in both his original complaint 
and in his appeal to the ECU to identify any facts stated in his complaint if disputed. The 
complainant said that even if there are two different views on the real aims of the project, 
the BBC's obligations of due accuracy and impartiality required both to be mentioned. The 
complainant said that the statement on the Jerusalem Development Agency's website is in 
no way inconsistent with the project aims.  Also, although the Head of Editorial Standards 
has abandoned the points made by the ECU, the unsatisfactory way in which the ECU 
addressed this aspect of the complaint itself raises an issue of substance. 
 
The Committee's decision  
 
20.14 The Committee noted that this aspect of the complainant's appeal concerns Jane 
Corbin's statement in the programme that "We've discovered an official plan which shows 
that the Israeli government is strengthening the status of Jerusalem as its capital by 
creating a broad swathe of parks and tourist trails right, like this one, between the old city 
walls and the Mount of Olives. These areas will link the settlements in East Jerusalem and 
extend Israeli control over this part of the city".  
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20.15 The Committee noted that the complainant took the view that the project was to 
strengthen the status of Jerusalem by improving facilities and showing that Israel is 
governing the city well for the benefit of all, which is consistent with the statement on the 
Jewish Development Agency website, referred to in the Head of Editorial Standards' letter 
of 12 September.  
 
20.16 The Committee agreed that, other than the statement quoted above, the 
programme did not mention the positive aspects of the project. The Committee noted that 
the Head of Editorial Standards' decision is based on the view that the statement is duly 
accurate and impartial (and therefore, it was not necessary to include any positive aspects 
of the plan). In the Head of Editorial Standards' decision, she referred to a statement on 
the Jewish Development Agency website that "one of the central aims of the JDA is to 
strengthen the status of Jerusalem as the capital of the State of Israel"  to support her 
argument that Jane Corbin's statement is accurate. The Committee noted that this was 
consistent with the reference to "strengthening the status of Jerusalem" in Jane Corbin's 
statement set out above. Given Jane Corbin's statement in the programme, which is 
consistent with the aims of the project, there was no reasonable prospect of the 
Committee concluding that it was necessary to include information about the positive 
aspects of the project, which are set out in the complainant's correspondence. 
 
20.17 The Committee therefore concluded that the complaint that the programme's 
description of the project breached the Editorial Guidelines does not have a reasonable 
prospect of success.  
 
20.18 The Committee noted that, in its decision, the ECU stated that "it seems to me 
that Ms Corbin reflected both points of view during the programme and included 
contributions from both Israelis and Palestinians". The complainant considers that the 
ECU misinterpreted the Editorial Guidelines by supposing that it was impartial to 
broadcast allegations on the basis that the programme included "contributions" in general 
from Israelis. The Committee agreed that the ECU may have been referring to its 
assessment of the impartiality of the statement concerning the development plan in the 
context of the programme as a whole. The Committee noted its comments in paragraphs 
[8.5 - 8.10] above. The Committee acknowledged that it was not practicable or possible 
to include every view, every variation of a view and every fact on a subject in a 
programme.  In this case the programme had presented the Israeli position with regard to 
"strengthening the status of Jerusalem as the capital of Israel". The Committee noted that 
the complaint that the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 
12(b) by omitting to mention the positive aspects of the development plan does not have 
a reasonable prospect of success. The Committee also noted that the ECU's decision was 
based on the 2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines, which only apply to programmes 
broadcast before 18 October 2010. Therefore, a decision of the Committee concerning the 
ECU's interpretation of the 2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines in relation to this 
complaint would have no practical application to programmes broadcast from 18 October 
2010. As a result, it would not be cost effective or proportionate to consider the ECU's 
interpretation of the 2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines on appeal. Given the 
Committee's comments on the Editorial Guidelines in this paragraph, its decision that the 
complaint that the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 12(b) 
did not have a reasonable prospect of success and the lack of practical value going 
forward of the Committee considering the ECU's interpretation of the 2005 version of the 
Editorial Guidelines, the Committee decided that this aspect of the complainant's appeal 
does not raise a matter of substance.   
 
20.19 The complainant said that the ECU acted unfairly by not giving him an opportunity 
to comment on passages representing the Israeli government position before reaching its 
decision. In her decision, the Head of Editorial Standards wrote that the ECU's decision 
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appears to have been based on statements made in the programme. The Committee 
noted that the complainant had the opportunity to comment on any statements in the 
programme in his correspondence with the ECU. The Committee noted that it is not clear 
whether the ECU did rely on new information in reaching its decision on item 12(b) of the 
complainant's appeal. The Committee decided that if the ECU discussed the complainant's 
concerns with programme makers and carried out some additional investigations, this 
does not necessarily mean that the ECU relied on new information when reaching its 
decision. However, the Committee noted that the complainant had an opportunity to 
comment on the ECU decision in his appeal to the BBC Trust and in his comments on the 
Head of Editorial Standards' decision. Therefore, any unfairness which might have been 
caused to the complainant if the ECU did rely on any new information when reaching its 
decision on item 12(b) would have been effectively remedied at stage 3 of the complaints 
process as the complainant had opportunities to comment on the ECU's decision and the 
Head of Editorial Standards' decision before the Committee considered the admissibility of 
his appeal.  In addition, the Committee noted that the Complaints Framework is being 
reviewed and one of the proposals consulted on was that the ECU would inform a 
complainant of its decision, explaining its reasons and invite the complainant to make 
representations on the finding it is minded to make, which the ECU would take into 
account before finalising its decision. As a result, if this proposal is adopted by the BBC 
Trust, the amended Complaints Framework would address the complainant's concern 
about the ECU's procedure going forward. Further, the Committee noted that the 
argument that the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 12(a) 
does not have a reasonable prospect of success (as explained in paragraph [20.6] above). 
For all of the above reasons, the Committee decided not to consider this aspect of the 
complaint on appeal.  
 
20.20 The complainant said that the ECU failed to carry out its investigation with proper 
care because the ECU confused two plans (a plan to create parks and trails around the 
Old City and a plan to create an archaeological park in Silwan), despite the fact that BBC 
Information correctly distinguished between the plans. The Committee noted that it had 
considered whether the complaint that the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines 
in relation to item 12(b) of the complainant's appeal had a reasonable prospect of success 
(and therefore, any confusion between the plans at stage 2 of the complaints process did 
not prevent the Committee considering the admissibility of that aspect of the complaint). 
As explained in paragraphs [20.14 - 20.17] above, the Committee decided that the 
complaint that the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 12(b) 
of the complainant's appeal does not raise a matter of substance. As the Committee has 
considered the admissibility of the complaint that the programme breached the Editorial 
Guidelines in relation to item 12(b) and decided that it does not raise a matter of 
substance, the Committee noted that in the circumstances it would not be cost effective 
and proportionate to consider this aspect of the complaint concerning the ECU's 
investigation. For those reasons, the Committee decided not to consider this aspect of the 
complaint on appeal.  
 
20.21 The complainant said that the Head of Editorial Standards acted unfairly by 
rejecting item 12(b) of his appeal on new grounds without giving him an opportunity to 
comment. The Committee considered that the complainant was most likely referring to 
the quote from the Jewish Development Agency website in the Head of Editorial 
Standards' decision. However, the Committee agreed that the complainant had an 
opportunity to comment on any statements made by the Head of Editorial Standards' 
decision before the Committee reached its decision on whether the complaint that the 
programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 12(b) of his appeal has a 
reasonable prospect of success (as explained above, the Committee decided it did not 
have a reasonable prospect of success). The Committee decided that this aspect of the 
complainant's appeal should not therefore proceed to be considered on appeal. The 
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Committee also noted that in the circumstances, it would not be cost effective and 
proportionate to consider this aspect of the complaint on appeal.  
 
20.22 Item 12(c): The relief map displayed in the programme was biased and misleading 
because the yellow line superimposed on it does not follow the route of the existing or 
proposed trails or parks 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
20.23 The complainant said that the ECU found that the yellow dotted line was not 
intended to show the route of existing or proposed trails and parks but, instead, showed 
the route of Ms Corbin's journey. However, the complainant's view is that the plan 
showed the path of the trails and parks proposed in the plan. The programme thereby 
greatly exaggerated the extent of the proposed trails and parks.  
 
20.24 The complainant said the fact that the map was shown several minutes earlier in 
the programme to illustrate the path taken by Jane Corbin does not mean viewers would 
not be misled. Even if viewers did connect the two maps, there is no inconsistency 
between the path being the route of Ms Corbin's alleged walking tour and the route of the 
trails and parks proposed in the Israeli plan. The complainant said that there was nothing 
to disabuse viewers of the clear representation that the yellow line on the map showed 
"just how extensive those trails and parks in the Holy Basin are". 
 
20.25 The complainant said that the ECU's failure to acknowledge such a basic 
inaccuracy as this casts considerable doubt on the objectivity of the ECU's consideration 
of the complaint. The complainant also considered that the ECU acted unfairly in rejecting 
this aspect of the complaint on the basis of a new ground without affording him an 
opportunity to address it. 
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
20.26 The Head of Editorial Standards said that it was the second time the map had 
been shown in the programme and viewers would have understood from the images of 
Jane Corbin walking that the map set out Jane Corbin's journey. The Head of Editorial 
Standards said that as far as she is aware, the ECU did not rely on new information in 
reaching its decision on item 12(c). The Head of Editorial Standards said that the ECU 
rejected this aspect of the complaint on the basis that it did not agree that the map was 
intended to show the route of existing or proposed trails and parks. Further, Head of 
Editorial Standards said that the ECU simply did not agree with the complainant's 
assessment of the accuracy of the map. 
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
20.27 The complainant said that the map and the accompanying commentary greatly 
exaggerated the extent of the proposed trails and parks. The complainant said that this 
raises a matter of substance, since it gave a thoroughly misleading impression of the 
scope of Israeli measures which were alleged to be "all part of Israel's attempt to extend 
its hold on East Jerusalem". 
 
20.28 The complainant said that viewers are unlikely to notice that the same map was 
shown twice and there is no inconsistency between the path being the route of Jane 
Corbin's walking tour and the route of the proposed trails and parks.   
 
20.29 Furthermore, the complainant alleged that the claims by the Head of Editorial 
Standards and the ECU that viewers would not be misled by the showing of the map 
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accompanied by the above commentary are "so absurd that they must be dishonest". The 
complainant said that the Head of Editorial Standards' dishonesty is also corroborated by 
various other aspects of her decision. The complainant said that the dishonesty displayed 
by the ECU and the Head of Editorial Standards is itself a matter of substance.  
 
20.30 The complainant said that BBC Information did not address this aspect of the 
complaint in either of their responses even though the second response was more than 8 
months after the complaint. The complainant said that BBC Information's failure to 
comply with the requirements of the BBC Complaints Framework is another matter of 
substance. 
 
20.31 The complainant said that the ECU acted unfairly in rejecting this aspect of the 
complaint on the basis of a new ground, not mentioned by BBC Information, without 
affording him an opportunity to address it. The complainant said that this is also a matter 
of substance.  
 
20.32 The complainant alleged that the Head of Editorial Standards' failure to 
acknowledge that the ECU rejected this aspect of the complaint on a new ground without 
affording him an opportunity to address it is so irrational that it must be dishonest. The 
complainant said that this further dishonesty of the Head of Editorial Standards is yet 
another matter of substance. 
 
The Committee's decision 
 
20.33 The Committee noted the Head of Editorial Standards' opinion that viewers would 
have understood from the images of Jane Corbin walking that the map set out Jane 
Corbin's journey. However, Committee also noted that the map is accompanied by 
commentary that the plan shows "just how extensive those trails and parks in the Holy 
Basin are". The Committee decided that this issue merited further consideration and that 
it would consider on appeal whether the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in 
relation to item 12(c) on appeal.  
 
20.34 The complainant said that the ECU acted unfairly by rejecting item 12(c) of his 
complaint on a new ground without giving him an opportunity to address it. The 
Committee noted that, in its decision, the ECU concluded that the yellow dotted line was 
not intended to show the route of existing or proposed trails and parks as the line showed 
the route of Jane Corbin's journey. The ECU also highlighted that it was the second time 
the map had been used in the programme and therefore viewers would not have been 
misled about what it was intended to represent. However, the Committee commented 
that it is not clear what new information, if any, the ECU relied on when reaching its 
decision on item 12(c). The Committee said that the ECU's decision may have simply been 
based on its opinion of the map and the fact that it had been shown twice in the 
programme. The Committee decided that if the ECU discussed the complainant's concerns 
with programme makers and carried out some additional investigations, this does not 
necessarily mean that the ECU relied on new information when reaching its decision. The 
Committee noted that the complainant had an opportunity to comment on the ECU's 
decision in his appeal to the BBC Trust and in his comments on the Head of Editorial 
Standards' decision. Therefore, any unfairness which might have been caused to the 
complainant if the ECU did rely on any new information when reaching its decision on 
item 12(c) would have been effectively remedied at stage 3 of the complaints process as 
the complainant had opportunities to comment on the ECU's decision and the Head of 
Editorial Standards' decision before the Committee considered the admissibility of his 
appeal. The Committee also noted that it will consider on appeal whether the programme 
breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 12(c). In addition, the Committee 
noted that the Complaints Framework is being reviewed and one of the proposals 
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consulted on was that the ECU would inform a complainant of its decision, explaining its 
reasons and invite the complainant to make representations on the finding it is minded to 
make, which the ECU would take into account before finalising its decision. As a result, if 
this proposal is adopted by the BBC Trust, the amended Complaints Framework would 
address the complainant's concern about the ECU's procedure going forward. For all of 
the above reasons, the Committee decided that it would not be appropriate, cost effective 
and proportionate to consider on appeal whether the ECU acted unfairly in this regard and 
the Committee concluded that this aspect of the complainant's appeal ought not to 
proceed.  
 
20.35 The complainant alleged that the Head of Editorial Standards' failure to 
acknowledge that the ECU rejected item 12(c) of his complaint on a new ground without 
giving him an opportunity to address it is dishonest. In her decision, the Head of Editorial 
Standards said that as far as she was aware, the ECU did not rely on new information in 
reaching its decision on item 12(c) and that in her view the ECU rejected that point on the 
basis that it did not agree that the map was intended to show the route of existing or 
proposed trails and parks. As mentioned above, the ECU did not specifically refer to any 
new information which it considered in relation to item 12(c). The Committee noted that 
the complainant has not provided any evidence for why he considers that the Head of 
Editorial Standards' response was dishonest. Further, the Committee commented that it is 
not aware of any evidence which supports the complainant's allegation that the Head of 
Editorial Standards' response was dishonest. The Committee decided that this aspect of 
the complainant's appeal does not therefore raise a matter of substance.  
 
20.36 Similarly, the Committee noted that the complainant has not provided any 
evidence for why he considers that the ECU and Head of Editorial Standards' conclusions 
in relation to item 12(c) of his appeal are dishonest, other than the fact that he does not 
agree with their assessment of whether viewers would have been misled. The Committee 
noted that it is not aware of any evidence which would support the complainant's 
allegation. The Committee decided that this aspect of the complainant's decision does not 
therefore raise a matter of substance. 
 
20.37 In response to the complainant's allegation that the ECU failed to acknowledge a 
basic inaccuracy, casting doubt on its objectivity, the Head of Editorial Standards said in 
her decision that in her view the ECU simply did not agree with the complainant's 
assessment of the accuracy of the map. The Committee agreed and noted that it was not 
aware of any evidence which would support the allegation that the ECU's decision lacked 
objectivity. The Committee noted that it has decided to consider whether the programme 
breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 12(c). The Committee decided that 
this aspect of the complainant's appeal does not therefore raise a matter of substance. 
 
20.38 In his comments on the Head of Editorial Standards' decision, the complainant said 
that the failure of BBC Information to address item 12(c) of his complaint is a matter of 
substance. The Committee noted that the ECU considered item 12(c) of the complaint, 
the Head of Editorial Standards' provided the reasons why she did not consider that item 
12(c) raised a matter of substance and now it has decided to consider on appeal whether 
the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 12(c). Further, the 
Committee noted that the Complaints Framework is under review and is currently being 
consulted on. For those reasons, the Committee decided that it was not appropriate, cost 
effective and proportionate to consider whether BBC Information acted unfairly in this 
regard and decided not to consider this aspect of the complaint on appeal.  
 
21. Item 13: The programme included an unchallenged allegation by Daniel 
Seidemann that the organisation entrusted with managing the archaeological 
site at Silwan is an "exclusionary settler organisation". 
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21.1 Item 13(a): It was biased and misleading for Ms Corbin not to challenge the 
allegation or to include any response from the City of David Foundation (or "Elad") in 
relation to this point 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
21.2 The complainant said that Elad's objective is to strengthen Israel's current and 
historical connection to Jerusalem but it is not exclusionary. The complainant said that the 
BBC's obligation of impartiality cannot be avoided by quoting the view of one individual or 
group on a particular subject without also including significant alternative views. 
 
21.3 The complainant said that the ECU misinterpreted the BBC's obligations in 
supposing that the programme's description of Mr Seidemann means that the audience 
would have been well aware of his point of view and his likely antipathy towards 
organisations such as Elad. Mr Seidemann's introduction referred to his views on the 
Israeli government and not his views on any organisation. The complainant said that 
viewers who were not particularly well-informed about the different NGOs in Jerusalem 
would not have appreciated the antipathy or the fact (which should also have been 
mentioned in the programme) that Mr Seidemann's organisation was actually engaged in 
litigation against Elad at the time. Furthermore, the complainant said that the ECU acted 
unfairly in rejecting this aspect of his complaint on this ground without giving him an 
opportunity to address it.  
 
21.4 The complainant also objects to the ECU's description of Mr Spielman's 
contribution as "lengthy" and he rejects the ECU's argument that this contribution 
explained Elad's aims and thereby provided the appropriate balance because the excerpts 
of Mr Spielman's interview did not address the particular allegation that the city of David 
Foundation is an "exclusionary settler organisation". The complainant referred to 
allegations made by Mr Spielman that Jane Corbin's piece was an "absolute hatchet job" 
and that the raw footage of the interview should be reviewed. 
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
21.5 The Head of Editorial Standards said that the programme includes comments 
made by Mr Spielman (of Elad), which provide appropriate balance. The Head of Editorial 
Standards said that she was persuaded by the ECU's finding that the audience would have 
been well aware of Mr Seidemann's point of view.  
 
21.6 The Head of Editorial Standards said that it was not necessary for the programme 
to explain that Mr Seidemann's organisation was engaged in litigation against Elad at the 
time, or for the programme to include all comments made by Mr Spielman. The Head of 
Editorial Standards said that it is the programme maker's editorial judgement as to what 
they should or should not include in a programme, provided that the programme complies 
with the Editorial Guidelines.  
 
21.7 Finally, the Head of Editorial Standards said that the ECU's conclusion that the 
audience would have been well aware of Mr Seidemann's point of view and his likely 
antipathy towards organisations such as Elad was based on statements in the programme 
concerning Mr Seidemann (see page 12 of the ECU's letter dated 19 January 2011). 
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
21.8 The complainant said that it is clear that Mr Seidemann's contentious allegation 
was not challenged in any part of the interview of Mr Seidemann included in the 
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broadcast. The complainant took the view that in her decision, the Head of Editorial 
Standards ignored the requirement in the Editorial Guidelines in force at the time that: "In 
practice, our commitment to impartiality means: … we must rigorously test contributors 
expressing contentious views during an interview ….." 
 
21.9 The complainant said that Mr Spielman's statement to which the Head of Editorial 
Standards refers in her decision does not address Mr Seidemann's allegation. The 
complainant said that Mr Spielman's evidence is that he addressed Mr Seidemann's 
allegation specifically in his interview but that this answer was cut out.  
 
21.10 The complainant said that the Head of Editorial Standards' view that this 
statement of Mr Spielman provided adequate balance, is based on a misinterpretation of 
the BBC's obligations of due accuracy and impartiality and/or is irrational. 
 
21.11 The complainant also said that the Head of Editorial Standards' view that Mr 
Seidemann's antipathy towards the City of David Foundation was sufficiently signposted 
to the audience, is based on a misinterpretation of the BBC's obligations of due accuracy 
and impartiality and/or is irrational. 
 
21.12 The complainant said that the ECU acted unfairly in rejecting this aspect of the 
complaint on a new ground without affording him any opportunity to address it, and this 
is in itself a point of substance. 
 
The Committee's decision 
 
21.13 The Committee referred to an email exchange between the complainant and Mr 
Spielman. The Committee noted that the email from Mr Spielman was in response to an 
email from the complainant which mainly focussed on item 13 of his appeal concerning 
the description of Elad as an "exclusionary settler organisation". In the email, Mr Spielman 
alleged that Jane Corbin's piece was an "absolute hatchet job" and that "she cut all of my 
solid answers out". Mr Spielman said that he did his best to answer all of her points and 
explained that Elad seeks excellent relations with its Arab neighbours and has gone out of 
its way to encourage Arabs from local villages to work at the site.  
 
21.14 The Committee noted that, in her decision, the Head of Editorial Standards agreed 
with the ECU that comments made by Mr Spielman which were included in the 
programme provided the appropriate balance. In particular, the Head of Editorial 
Standards referred to Mr Spielman's statement “And if my actions, if the actions of the 
organization, enable more Jewish people to live here, more archaeology to become known 
here and to celebrate Jewish history in this area, it doesn’t have to be at the expense of 
anybody, then I would be very proud to do so” .   
 
21.15 The Committee decided that this aspect of the complainant's appeal merited 
further consideration and decided to consider on appeal whether the programme 
breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 13(a).  
 
21.16 In relation to the complaint that the Head of Editorial Standards' view that Mr 
Spielman's comments provided adequate balance is based on her misinterpretation of the 
Editorial Guidelines, the complainant emphasised the requirement to rigorously test 
contributors expressing contentious views. The Committee took the view that the facts in 
every case will be different but that it can be duly accurate and impartial to broadcast an 
allegation by a contributor e.g. that an organisation is "exclusionary" as long as the 
organisation was able to put its own position that it was not exclusionary. In her letter of 
12 September, the Head of Editorial Standards had referred to the phrase "it doesn’t have 
to be at the expense of anybody" to show that in her view the programme provided the 
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appropriate balance. It was not necessary to treat this as a contentious view if it was 
replied to, and, in effect, rebutted in the programme. Whether this was in fact a 
contentious view has not been established as the accuracy and impartiality of this 
comment will be assessed by the Committee on appeal. The Committee also noted that 
generally speaking the rigorous testing of contentious views is normally aimed at a live 
broadcast where the presenter or reporter must ensure impartiality and accuracy is 
achieved at the time and cannot rely, for example,  on an edited and appropriately 
positioned rebuttal, or on commentary giving facts which set claims into context or on the 
general context undercutting strong statements. The Committee took the view that there 
was no reasonable prospect of it concluding that the Head of Editorial Standards had 
misinterpreted the Editorial Guidelines. The Committee noted that it would determine on 
appeal whether the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 13(a) 
and therefore whether it agreed with the conclusions reached by the Head of Editorial 
Standards on this aspect of the complainant's appeal.  
 
21.17 The complainant said that the Head of Editorial Standards' view that Mr 
Seidemann's antipathy towards Elad was sufficiently signposted is based on a 
misinterpretation of the Editorial Guidelines on accuracy and impartiality. However, the 
Committee noted that the complainant did not explain how he considers the Head of 
Editorial Standards misinterpreted the Editorial Guidelines. Therefore, his complaint 
appears to be based on the fact that he does not agree with the Head of Editorial 
Standards' conclusion. As a result, the Committee concluded that this aspect of the 
complainant's appeal does not raise a matter of substance. 
 
21.18 The complainant said that the ECU misinterpreted the BBC's obligations in 
supposing that it was acceptable not to include a reply from Elad to the allegation made 
by Mr Seidemann. The Committee noted that it had decided to consider on appeal 
whether the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 13(a) (and 
therefore, even if the ECU did misinterpret the Editorial Guidelines in relation to the 
complaint, this did not prevent this issue being considered on appeal by the Trust). The 
Committee referred to its comments in paragraph [21.16] above and noted that in its 
decision, the ECU had referred to a statement made by Mr Spielman that "it doesn’t have 
to be at the expense of anybody" and indicated that it provided appropriate balance. The 
Committee also noted that the ECU's decision was based on the 2005 version of the 
Editorial Guidelines, which only apply to programmes broadcast before 18 October 2010. 
Therefore, a decision of the Committee concerning the ECU's interpretation of the 2005 
version of the Editorial Guidelines in relation to this complaint would have no practical 
application to programmes broadcast from 18 October 2010. As a result, it would not be 
cost effective or proportionate to consider the ECU's interpretation of the 2005 version of 
the Editorial Guidelines on appeal. For all of the above reasons, the Committee decided 
that this aspect of the complainant's appeal concerning the ECU's interpretation of the 
Editorial Guidelines does not raise a matter of substance.  
 
21.19 Finally, the complainant said that the ECU acted unfairly in rejecting item 13(a) of 
his complaint on the basis that the audience would have been aware of Mr Seidemnan's 
likely antipathy towards organisations such as Elad without giving the complainant an 
opportunity to comment. The Head of Editorial Standards explained in her decision that 
the ECU's conclusion was based on statements in the programme concerning Mr 
Seidemann (these statements are quoted in the ECU's decision). The Committee noted 
that it is not clear whether the ECU did rely on new information in relation to item 13(a) 
of the complaint. The Committee decided that if the ECU discussed the complainant's 
concerns with programme makers and carried out some additional investigations, this 
does not necessarily mean that the ECU relied on new information when reaching its 
decision. The Committee noted that the complainant had an opportunity to comment on 
the ECU's decision in his appeal to the BBC Trust and in his comments on the Head of 
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Editorial Standards' decision. Therefore, any unfairness which might have been caused to 
the complainant if the ECU did rely on any new information when reaching its decision on 
item 13(a) would have been effectively remedied at stage 3 of the complaints process as 
the complainant had opportunities to comment on the ECU's decision and the Head of 
Editorial Standards' decision before the Committee considered the admissibility of his 
appeal. The Committee also noted that it will consider on appeal whether the programme 
breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 13(a). In addition, the Committee 
noted that the Complaints Framework is being reviewed and one of the proposals 
consulted on was that the ECU would inform a complainant of its decision, explaining its 
reasons and invite the complainant to make representations on the finding it is minded to 
make, which the ECU would take into account before finalising its decision. As a result, if 
this proposal is adopted by the BBC Trust, the amended Complaints Framework would 
address the complainant's concern about the ECU's procedure going forward. For those 
reasons, the Committee decided that it would not be appropriate, cost effective and 
proportionate to consider on appeal whether the ECU acted unfairly in this regard and the 
Committee concluded that this aspect of the complainant's appeal ought not to proceed.  
 
21.20 Item 13(b): It was biased and misleading to include the allegation about Elad 
without also mentioning that Temple Mount is managed by the exclusionary Muslim 
organisation, the Muslim Waqf 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
21.21 The complainant noted that Temple Mount is the most holy Jewish and Muslim site 
in Jerusalem. He said that the Muslim Waqf, which manages the site, is a very 
exclusionary organisation which excludes non-Muslims from any access to the Temple 
Mount most of the time and completely excludes non-Muslims from entering the mosques 
at any time. The complainant also said that the organisation conducts major excavations 
of the site without supervision by professional archaeologists and disposes of important 
historic remains in rubbish dumps. 
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
21.22 The Head of Editorial Standards said that, provided that the programme complies 
with the Editorial Guidelines, it is the programme maker's editorial judgment as to what 
they should or should not include in a programme. The Editorial Guidelines permit 
programme makers to focus on specific issues in a half hour programme, provided that 
the scope of the programme is defined. The Head of Editorial Standards concluded that 
programme makers were not required to include an allegation that Temple Mount is 
administered by an exclusionary Islamic organisation in order to be duly accurate and 
impartial.  
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
21.23 The complainant said that the Head of Editorial Standards ignored the requirement 
to be fair, open-minded, objective and even handed in the choice of aspects of a subject 
to be covered in a programme. The complainant said that it was plainly not fair and even 
handed for the programme to focus on criticisms of Jewish organisations in East 
Jerusalem as being exclusionary without mentioning much more cogent and serious 
criticisms of exclusionary Muslim organisations in East Jerusalem. 
 
The Committee's decision 
 
21.24 The Committee agreed with the Head of Editorial Standards that provided that the 
programme complies with the Editorial Guidelines, it is the programme maker's editorial 
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judgment as to what they should or should not include in a programme. The Committee 
also noted that the programme was only half an hour long. Given the length of the 
programme and the issues which the programme makers focused on, the Committee 
concluded that there is no reasonable prospect of it deciding that the programme 
breached the Editorial Guidelines by not saying that Temple Mount is managed by an 
exclusionary Muslim organisation. 
 
21.25 The Committee noted that the complainant did not explain how he considers the 
ECU misinterpreted the Editorial Guidelines on impartiality. The Committee concluded that 
the complainant's concerns appear to be simply based on the fact that he does not agree 
with the ECU's decision to reject item 13(b) of his complaint. The Committee decided that 
this aspect of the complainant's appeal concerning the ECU's interpretation of the Editorial 
Guidelines does not raise a matter of substance. 
 
21.26 The Committee noted that the Head of Editorial Standards' letter of 12 September 
2011 did not specifically refer to the requirement in the Editorial Guidelines on impartiality 
to be fair, open-minded, objective and even handed. However, the Committee concluded 
that the fact that the Head of Editorial Standards' letter did not specifically refer to 
particular aspects of the Editorial Guidelines on impartiality does not mean that the Head 
of Editorial Standards misinterpreted the Editorial Guidelines or failed to take into account 
particular aspects of the Editorial Guidelines. The Committee noted that it agreed with the 
Head of Editorial Standards' decision that the complaint that the programme breached the 
Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 13(b) does not have a reasonable prospect of 
success. The Committee therefore decided that this aspect of the complainant's appeal 
concerning the Head of Editorial Standards' interpretation of the Editorial Guidelines does 
not raise a matter of substance. 
 
22. Item 14: Ms Corbin's reference to settlers creating a large 
archaeological site in Silwan was misleading and biased 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
22.1 The complainant said that the site at Silwan has existed for over 3000 years as the 
original site of the ancient city of Jerusalem. Archaeological excavation of the site 
commenced in the Ottoman period, resumed under the British mandate, and is now being 
continued by professional archaeologists. 
 
22.2 The complainant said that the ECU's decision does not address the point that it 
was misleading and biased for the programme to refer to settlers creating the site without 
mentioning that the excavations are being continued by professional archaeologists. The 
complainant also said that the ECU failed to address the lack of impartiality arising from 
the absence of any clear explanation in the programme that this is the site of the original 
city of Jerusalem. The complainant took the view that a clear statement that the site was 
the original city of Jerusalem was necessary for the audience to understand the 
justification for destroying some Palestinian homes on the site. 
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
22.3 The Head of Editorial Standards said that Panorama is a half hour programme 
which did not need to include the further information about Silwan suggested by the 
complainant. In her view, the fact that the statement "emphasising that it's Jews who 
have lived here for thousands of years" does not immediately follow the reference to 
settlers "creating a large archaeological site" does not mean that the description of Silwan 
is misleading or biased, and the programme does refer to the historical, cultural and 
religious importance of Silwan. 
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22.4 The Head of Editorial Standards noted that, in its finding in the January 2011 
Appeal, the Committee concluded that "the programme had dealt appropriately with the 
historical background, given that it was a half-hour film and the Panorama audience 
would have had some previous understanding of the context" (page 33 of the Bulletin). 
 
22.5 Further, Head of Editorial Standards said that the reference to settlers creating an 
archaeological site does not necessarily imply that archaeological work is being carried out 
without the involvement of professional archaeologists.  
 
22.6 The Head of Editorial Standards concluded that, although the ECU did not 
specifically address whether the programme should have stated that excavations were 
being continued by professional archaeologists, the ECU did conclude that the programme 
gave an accurate summary of what is happening in Silwan. The ECU was satisfied that 
there were sufficient references to ensure that viewers were aware of the historical 
Jewish connection. 
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
22.7 The complainant accepts that he wrongly supposed that the programme had 
referred to settlers creating the archaeological site. However, he maintains that his 
complaint in relation to the failure to explain that this is the site of the original city of 
Jerusalem remains valid. 
 
22.8 Further, the complainant said that given the criticism directed by the programme 
at the Israeli excavations and the demolition of Palestinian homes in Silwan, there was a 
clear lack of impartiality in understating the Israeli case for carrying out the excavations 
and demolitions, for the way in which the excavations are being carried out and for the 
proposal to create an archaeological park to preserve the site. The complainant said that 
this failure cannot reasonably be excused on the ground of lack of time. In his view, the 
programme makers no doubt hoped to convey the impression that the historical 
significance of the site had been invented or exaggerated by the Israelis and the 
excavations were being carried out by extremist settlers. 
 
22.9 The complainant said that the finding of the Committee in the January 2011 
Appeal does not address this particular issue and it is also irrational. When reaching its 
conclusions on the January 2011 Appeal, the complainant said that the Committee did not 
have the benefit of the comments made by Mr Spielman concerning his interview, which 
the complainant provided.  
 
22.10 Finally, the complainant said that the ECU's failure to address the points made in 
this aspect of his complaint is itself a matter of substance. 
 
The Committee's decision 
 
22.11 The Committee referred to its conclusion in its finding on the January 2011 Appeal 
on the broader issue of how the historical background was portrayed in the programme 
(as set out in the summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision above). The 
Committee noted that the programme included comments made by Mr Spielman 
concerning the importance of the site at Silwan and that Jane Corbin described the site as 
one of Israel's major tourist attractions. The Committee also referred to the email 
exchange with Mr Spielman and the allegations made by Mr Spielman in that email 
exchange (see item 1 and paragraph [9.8] above).  
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22.12 The Committee noted that the email from Mr Spielman was in response to an 
email from the complainant which mainly focussed on item 13 of his appeal concerning 
the description of Elad as an "exclusionary settler organisation". The Committee noted 
that the programme included positive comments made by Mr Spielman regarding the 
Silwan site. For example, Mr Spielman described the site as a "goldmine" and said that 
"Here you have an archaeological site which is 14 acres in size which is the cornerstone of 
archaeology of the Bible throughout the world". In the programme, Jane Corbin described 
the Silwan site as "one of Israel's major tourist attractions". The Committee noted that 
Panorama viewers would have understood that the Silwan site was being run by 
professionals.  
 
22.13 The Committee agreed with the Head of Editorial Standards that there is no 
reasonable prospect of success for the argument that the programme's description of the 
site in Silwan breached the Editorial Guidelines.  
 
22.14 The complainant said that the ECU did not address the points made in his 
complaint. The Committee agreed with the Head of Editoral Standards that the ECU did 
address item 14 of the complainant's appeal generally, although it did not specifically 
address whether the programme should have stated that excavations were being 
continued by professional archaeologists. The Committee noted that the complaint that 
the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 14 does not have a 
reasonable prospect of success (for the reasons set out in paragraphs [22.11 - 22.13] 
above). As the Committee considered that the ECU addressed item 14 of the complaint 
generally and it decided not to consider on appeal whether the programme breached the 
Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 14, the Committee noted that in the circumstances 
it would not be cost effective and proportionate to consider whether the ECU did not 
address points made in relation to item 14 of the complaint. For those reasons, the 
Committee decided that this aspect of the complainant's appeal concerning the ECU's 
consideration of his complaint does not raise a matter of substance. 
 
23. Item 15 : The programme's description of the demolitions in Silwan was 
biased and misleading. 
 
23.1 Item 15(a): the programme gave the impression that Jane Corbin came across the 
demolition of buildings in Silwan by chance  
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
23.2 The complainant said that journalists were invited to attend the demolitions by 
Palestinians who were forewarned by the authorities that the structures would be 
demolished. However, the report was presented as a walking tour in which Jane Corbin 
came across various scenes.  
 
23.3 The complainant took the view that the average viewer would suppose that Jane 
Corbin had decided to walk a particular route around the East side of the Old City and 
that when she eventually arrived at Silwan, it happened that three Palestinian buildings 
were demolished. The complainant said that this was misleading and contributed to a 
serious misrepresentation by the programme that the demolition of Palestinian houses is a 
common occurrence in East Jerusalem. 
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
23.4 The Head of Editorial Standards said that there is no evidence that viewers would 
have been misled as to the frequency or nature of the demolitions. Further, the 
programme did not state that Jane Corbin arrived at the demolition by chance. 
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23.5 The Head of Editorial Standards concluded that viewers would understand that, in 
general, programme makers do not happen upon events by chance but find out about 
events and plan their filming schedule accordingly. The Head of Editorial Standards said 
that any uncertainty as to the location of the demolition would not have affected a 
viewer's understanding of the story.   
 
23.6 The Head of Editorial Standards noted that the Committee's finding in the January 
2011 Appeal did not specifically state whether the statement referred to in item 15(a) was 
misleading. However, the Committee did conclude that the "film was duly accurate and 
impartial in the way it had reported the number and pace of demolitions" (page 20 of the 
Bulletin). The Head of Editorial Standards said that it is acceptable practice for 
programme makers to structure their programmes according to issues rather than strictly 
by the chronology of events referred to in the programme. 
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
23.7 The complainant said that, as the ECU rightly recognised in its response to item 7, 
the makers of the programme intended to convey the impression "that demolitions and 
confrontations were not unusual". The complainant said that the programme implied and 
intended to imply that Jane Corbin came across the scene by chance because these 
scenes are commonplace. This reinforced the false statement made by Jeremy Vine in the 
introduction that "this for many is the reality of life in East Jerusalem". The complainant 
said that, in fact, demolitions of houses in Jerusalem and confrontations relating to them 
are unusual. The programme's representation to the contrary was misleading. 
 
The Committee's decision 
 
23.8 The Committee referred to its conclusions in relation to item 7(a) of the 
complainant's appeal concerning whether the programme breached the Editorial 
Guidelines by indicating that Jane Corbin came across a demolition by chance. The 
Committee also referred to its conclusions in relation to item 5(a) concerning the 
statement"This for many is the reality of life in East Jerusalem". 
 
23.9 The Committee noted that it had considered the programme's use of demolition 
statistics as part of the January 2011 Appeal and concluded that the programme was duly 
accurate and impartial in the way that it reported the number and pace of demolitions 
(page 20 of the Bulletin).   
 
23.10 The Committee agreed that viewers would understand that, in general, 
programme makers find out about events and plan their filming schedule accordingly. The 
Committee noted that the programme makers had used a journalistic device in relation to 
this aspect of the programme. The Committee decided that there was no reasonable 
prospect of it concluding that the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation 
to item 15(a) of the complainant's appeal.  
 
23.11 Item 15(b): Ms Corbin's statement that "the Israelis plan to demolish 88 houses to 
create a tourist park here" is also biased and misleading 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
23.12 The complainant said that Jane Corbin omitted to mention that the location of the 
demolition has been designated as a park where building is prohibited to preserve the 
original landscape since the British mandate, before Israel was created. Further, Jane 
Corbin omitted to mention that building in this area was impracticable until municipal 
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improvements carried out by the Israeli authorities in about 1990 stopped regular 
flooding, and that virtually all of the building has occurred illegally since then. The 
complainant considered that those points are important because, far from changing the 
status quo, the Israeli authorities are in this case preserving the position predating Israeli 
control of this area. 
 
23.13 The complainant said that the ECU failed to address the complaint that that the 
programme lacked impartiality in emphasising that under International law the status of 
the area should not be changed, but then omitting key facts which support the view that 
the demolition of the buildings in question was consistent with that principle. 
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
23.14 The Head of Editorial Standards took the view that this aspect of the complainant's 
appeal has already been considered by the Committee in the January 2011 Appeal, and 
was not upheld (page 22 of the Bulletin). 
 
23.15 The Head of Editorial Standards said that it is not clear from the complainant's 
correspondence with the ECU that he had complained to the ECU that the programme 
lacked impartiality in emphasising that under international law the status of the area 
should not be changed, but omitting key facts which support the view that the demolition 
of the buildings in question was consistent with that principle. The Head of Editorial 
Standards considered that it is the programme maker's editorial judgment as to what they 
should or should not include in a programme, provided that the programme complies with 
the BBC's Editorial Guidelines. The Editorial Guidelines permit programme makers to focus 
on specific issues in a half hour programme provided that the scope of the programme is 
defined. 
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
23.16 The complainant said that the January 2011 Appeal did not raise all of the points 
made in his appeal, in particular the facts that the Palestinian buildings in question are 
very recent and that the Israeli plan seeks to restore the status quo predating Israeli 
control of this area. The complainant said that those points are important, particularly as 
the programme emphasised that Palestinians had lived in the area for generations and 
represented that Israel was changing the status quo, contrary to International law. 
 
23.17 The complainant said that it is unfair and wrong to reject his complaint on the 
basis of the Committee's finding on the January 2011 Appeal, which did not benefit from 
the material submitted by the complainant and on which the complainant has not had the 
opportunity to comment.  
 
23.18 The complainant said that the Committee's decision in the January 2011 Appeal 
also misconstrued the BBC's obligations and/or was irrational. The complaint considered 
that the programme contained serious criticism of the Israeli plan (including an 
unchallenged allegation of ethnic cleansing) and failed to give a fair explanation of the 
justifications. The programme thereby failed to comply with the Editorial Guidelines in 
force at the time. 
 
The Committee's decision 
 
23.19 The Committee noted that its consideration of the statement the "Israelis plan to 
demolish 88 houses to create a tourist park here" in the January 2011 Appeal took into 
account the complaint that "land had long been designated as a conservation area where 
residential building was prohibited". The Committee acknowledged that its finding on the 
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January 2011 Appeal did not specifically mention improvements carried out by Israeli 
authorities to stop flooding, how recent the Palestinian buildings were or that the Israeli 
plan seeks to restore the status quo predating Israeli control of the area. In its finding on 
the January 2011 Appeal, the Committee concluded that "while further background might 
have been helpful, the reporter's words "The Israelis plan to demolish 88 houses to create 
a tourist part here…" was a statement of fact. For this reason, this aspect of the 
programme did not breach accuracy or impartiality guidelines" (page 22 of the Bulletin). 
 
23.20 The Committee noted the complainant's comment summarised above that its 
finding on the January 2011 Appeal was based on a misinterpretation of the Editorial 
Guidelines and/or was irrational. The complainant's comments about the interpretation of 
the Editorial Guidelines appears to be based on his concerns that the programme 
contained serious criticism of the Israeli plan (including an unchallenged allegation of 
ethnic cleansing) and failed to give a fair explanation of the justifications. The Committee 
referred to item 15(c) of the complainant's appeal regarding whether the programme 
breached the Editorial Guidelines by including an allegation of ethnic cleansing. The 
Committee noted its comments in paragraphs [8.5 - 8.10] above. Due impartiality does 
not require the inclusion of every view, every variation of a view and every fact on a 
subject in a programme. The Committee maintained that its finding on the January 2011 
Appeal was based on a correct interpretation of the Editorial Guidelines.  
 
23.21 Taking into account its finding on the January 2011 Appeal and the complainant's 
comments, the Committee decided that this aspect of the complainant's appeal that the 
programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 15(b) of his appeal does 
not have a reasonable prospect of success.  
 
23.22 The complainant considered that the ECU failed to address part of his complaint. 
The Committee agreed with the Head of Editorial Standards that it is not clear from the 
complainant's correspondence with the ECU that the complainant had complained to the 
ECU that the programme lacked impartiality in emphasising that under international law 
the status of the area should not be changed, but omitting key facts which support the 
view that the demolition of the buildings in question was consistent with that principle. 
The Committee noted that it concluded that the argument that the programme breached 
the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 15(b) of the complainant's appeal does not 
raise a matter of substance (as explained in paragraphs [23.19 - 23.21] above). Given the 
Committee's comments on the complainant's correspondence with the ECU and the 
Committee's decision not to consider on appeal whether the programme breached the 
Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 15(b) of the complainant's appeal, the Committee 
noted that it would not be cost effective and proportionate to consider this issue on 
appeal. For all of the above reasons, the Committee decided that this aspect of the 
complainant's appeal concerning whether the ECU failed to address part of his complaint 
does not raise a matter of substance. 
 
23.23 Item 15(c): The inclusion of Jawad Siyam's allegations that Israel was carrying out 
"ethnic cleansing" and is "the most racist state in the world" without correction or 
contradiction was biased and misleading 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
23.24 The complainant said that viewers were not told that the demolitions concerned a 
tiny number of people relative to the Arab population of Jerusalem and that they were 
carried out to conserve the area as a park in accordance with longstanding plans 
predating Israeli control.  
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23.25 The complainant disagreed with the ECU's view that Mr Siyam's comments were 
clearly his own opinion and that it was clear he was a "local Palestinian activist" rather 
than an official spokesperson or politician. The complainant took the view that the ECU 
misconstrued the BBC's obligations in supposing that it is acceptable for a programme to 
include the serious, biased and misleading allegations of ethnic cleansing and racism 
without challenge, correction, contradiction, or any response to them by a representative 
of those accused, on the ground that these allegations were made by a "contributor". The 
complainant noted that the Editorial Guidelines in force at the time specified that "we 
must rigorously test contributors expressing contentious views during an interview". 
 
23.26 The complainant said that the whole thrust of the programme was to portray the 
Israelis as carrying out ethnic cleansing in East Jerusalem. In his view, Mr Siyam's 
allegation of racism was immediately backed by Ms Corbin's misleading explanation of the 
position in relation to "Beit Yonatan" discussed in item 15(d) below. 
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
23.27 The Head of Editorial Standards pointed out that the Committee considered the 
complaint concerning the allegations that Israel carried out ethnic cleansing in the 
January 2011 Appeal, and the complaint was not upheld (page 23 of the Bulletin). 
 
23.28 The Head of Editorial Standards said that the Committee's finding in the January 
2011 Appeal did not specifically state whether the programme breached the Editorial 
Guidelines in relation to Mr Siyam's statement concerning racism. However, the Head of 
Editorial Standards noted that the Committee concluded that Mr Siyam was entitled to his 
opinion, which was not presented as fact and which was not endorsed by Ms Corbin. 
 
23.29 The Head of Editorial Standards also disagreed that the ECU misconstrued the 
BBC's obligations in relation to item 15(c). The Head of Editorial Standards said that it is 
not necessary to rehearse every position and reflect every statement and perspective in a 
half hour current affairs programme. 
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
23.30 The complainant said that the Committee's conclusions on the statement 
regarding "ethnic cleansing" in the January 2011 Appeal were so irrational that "one can 
have no confidence in the integrity of those who participated in that decision".   
 
23.31 The complainant noted that the Editorial Guidelines in force at the time state that 
"we must rigorously test contributors expressing contentious views during an interview". 
The complainant said that, in the Committee's finding in the January 2011 Appeal, the 
Committee asserted that "The concept of 'ethnic cleansing' and whether it applied in 
these circumstances was not a theme of the programme and was not mentioned 
anywhere else in the programme". The complainant considered that was simply not true 
as the programme associated demolitions with the charge of ethnic cleansing. The whole 
thrust of the programme was to charge Israel and Jews with ethnic cleansing of East 
Jerusalem and to avoid or cut out any effective response to that charge. The complainant 
also said that the allegation of ethnic cleansing was backed up by other statements in the 
programme. Furthermore, the allegation was stated by Mr Siyam as a fact, not an 
opinion. The complainant said that, in any case, the Committee did not consider in the 
January 2011 Appeal the inclusion of the further unchallenged allegation by Mr Siyam that 
Israel is "the most racist state in the world", or the combination of this unchallenged 
allegation with the unchallenged allegation of ethnic cleansing.  
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23.32 The complainant said that the Head of Editorial Standards' supposition that the 
BBC Trust would extend its previous decision to cover the inclusion of "the most racist 
state in the world" allegation without correction or contradiction is unwarranted. This 
charge is itself very serious and giving currency to it by broadcasting it without any 
correction or contradiction promotes anti-Semitism. 
 
The Committee's decision 
 
23.33 The Committee referred to its finding on the January 2011 Appeal, in which it 
considered a complaint regarding the use of the term "ethnic cleansing". In that appeal, 
the complainants argued that the "accusation of ethnic cleansing was false, and they 
provided figures to demonstrate that the proportion of Jews in the city's population had 
been falling, while the proportion of Arabs had been rising". The complainants added that 
"no one had been provided to “counter this serious and inflammatory allegation"" and 
"the reporter herself had not challenged these views" (page 23 of the Bulletin). In its 
finding on the January 2011 Appeal, the Committee's conclusion “was that Mr Siyam had 
been entitled to his opinion, and his opinion had not been presented as fact in this 
sequence. It agreed with Panorama that the reporter had not endorsed his opinion in any 
way. The concept of ‘ethnic cleansing’ and whether it applied in these circumstances was 
not a theme of the programme and was not mentioned anywhere else in the programme. 
The Committee also agreed that it was made clear that Mr Siyam was not an official 
representative or politician. The programme as a whole had presented the position of 
municipality regarding the reasons for demolition” (page 23 of the Bulletin). 
 
23.34 The Committee noted the comments made by the complainant including the 
statements he listed in his analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision, which he 
considers concern ethnic cleansing, for example that the whole thrust of the programme 
was to charge Israel and Jews with ethnic cleansing of East Jerusalem. The Committee 
referred to its finding on the January 2011 Appeal, which included all the extracts from 
the programme in which the words "ethnic cleansing" were used. The other statements 
which the complainant referred to in his analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' 
decision, which he said backed up the allegation of ethnic cleansing, were comments 
made by Jane Corbin in relation to demolitions (followed by a man shouting "Where can I 
go!") and other comments made by Mr Siyam in the programme.  
 
23.35 The Committee noted that the complainant had specifically referred to the 
requirement in the Editorial Guidelines to rigorously test contributors expressing 
contentious views during an interview. The Committee noted its comments on contentious 
views above in relation to item 13(a). In this case Mr Siyam’s strongly held views were 
included but contextualised for example by the later scriptline which sets out  that  
“Around 600 Jews now live in Silwan but there are more than 30,000 Arabs. It would take 
decades to shift that balance”. The Mayor’s comments referred to above in giving the 
Jerusalem Municipality’s reasons for the demolitions also acted as a rebuttal for Mr 
Siyam’s views even though he was not directly asked if the demolitions were inspired by 
either ethnic cleansing or racism. It was not necessary to rigorously test  Mr Siyam as 
impartiality was achieved by other means.  
 
23.36 The Committee concluded that, in light of its conclusions on the January 2011 
Appeal, the argument that the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to 
the allegation of "ethnic cleansing" does not have a reasonable prospect of success. 
 
23.37 The Committee acknowledged that it had not specifically considered whether the 
programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to Mr Siyam's allegation of racism 
as part of the January 2011 Appeal. However, the Committee referred to its conclusions in 
its finding on the January 2011 Appeal that "Mr Siyam had been entitled to his opinion, 
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and his opinion had not been presented as fact in this sequence" (page 23 of the 
Bulletin). Further, the allegation had not been endorsed by Jane Corbin. The Committee 
therefore concluded that the aspect of the complainant's appeal concerning whether the 
programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to Mr Siyam's allegation of racism 
does not have a reasonable prospect of success.  
 
23.38 The complainant took the view that the ECU misinterpreted the Editorial Guidelines 
in relation to item 15(c) in "supposing that it is acceptable for a programme to include the 
serious, biased and misleading allegations of ethnic cleansing and racism without 
challenge, correction, contradiction, or any response to them by a representative of those 
accused, on the ground that these allegations were made by a "contributor"". The 
Committee referred to its conclusion, set out above, that the arguments that the 
programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to allegations of racism and 
ethnic cleansing did not have a reasonable prospect of success and its comments in 
paragraph [23.35 above]. The Committee also noted that the ECU's decision was based 
on the 2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines, which only apply to programmes 
broadcast before 18 October 2010.  Therefore, a decision of the Committee concerning 
the ECU's interpretation of the 2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines in relation to this 
complaint would have no practical application to programmes broadcast from 18 October 
2010. As a result, it would not be cost effective or proportionate to consider the ECU's 
interpretation of the 2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines on appeal. For all the above 
reasons, the Committee decided that this aspect of the complainant's appeal concerning 
the ECU's interpretation of the Editorial Guidelines does not raise a matter of substance. 
 
23.39 Item 15(d): The programme reinforced the allegation of racism by referring to a 
house built by a Jewish group in violation of planning regulations which has not yet been 
destroyed, and this was also biased and misleading 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
23.40 Item 15(d) of the complainant's appeal concerns a statement by Mr Siyam in 
which he says: "It's the most racist state in the world…you are the most racist people in 
the world! You see what they are doing? There is another house for the settlers there. It 
has a demolition order. Why didn't they demolish it? They don't do anything there" . This 
is followed by a comment by Jane Corbin that "A block where settlers live, built without 
planning permission, is still standing while Palestinian property around it is being 
destroyed".  
 
23.41 The complainant said that the programme omitted to mention that the house built 
by the Jewish group ("Beit Yonatan") is in an area where building is in principle permitted. 
The substantive violation in this case is that the house is excessively high. However, 
thousands of Arab-owned houses in the same neighbourhood are also higher than 
permitted by the regulations. The complainant said that enforcement has been at least as 
lax here against Arab residents as against Jewish ones. In his view, the comparison made 
in the programme between "Beit Yonatan" and the Palestinian buildings being demolished 
was a false one. 
 
23.42 The complainant said that the programme also failed to make it clear that the 
wheels of the enforcement process have, in fact, been turning against the Jewish group. 
The fact that they have not as yet reached a conclusion in the case of the more recent 
violation at Beit Yonatan does not mean that the Israeli authorities are discriminatory, still 
less that they are racist. 
 
23.43 The complainant said that the ECU misconstrued the BBC's obligations and was 
irrational in supposing that it was acceptable for the programme to make this false 
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comparison and thereby to support Mr Siyam's allegation of racism on the ground that the 
majority of homes demolished in East Jerusalem were occupied by Palestinians. In 
addition, the complainant said that the ECU dealt with this aspect unfairly in reaching a 
conclusion based on new points without giving him an opportunity to address them. 
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
23.44 The Head of Editorial Standards did not consider that omitting further information 
about the specific circumstances concerning the Jewish and Israeli property referred to 
breached the Editorial Guidelines by creating a misleading impression for viewers. The 
Head of Editorial Standards noted that the Jewish property was in an area where building 
is in principle permitted, however the property was excessively high. The Head of Editorial 
Standards said that the focus of the programme is not a comparison between the way 
Palestinians and Israelis are treated in the Israeli planning system.  
 
23.45 The Head of Editorial Standards took the view that the ECU's decision appears to 
have been based on the overall impression given by the programme. 
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
23.46 The complainant said that the focus of the programme cannot alter the misleading 
nature of this part of the programme. The complainant said that since this part of the 
programme substantiated a false charge of racism, the matter is one of considerable 
substance. 
 
23.47 The complainant considered that, in any case, comparison between the way 
Palestinians and Israelis are treated in the Israeli planning system was a significant part of 
the programme. 
 
23.48 The complainant said that the ECU misconstrued the BBC's obligations and was 
wholly irrational in its rejection of this aspect of the complaint on a ground which the 
Head of Editorial Standards does not attempt to defend. Also the complaint takes the view 
that the ECU dealt unfairly and inefficiently with the complaint by relying on an argument 
which had not been raised previously without giving him an opportunity to address it. The 
complainant said that the unsatisfactory conduct of the ECU itself raises issues of 
substance which ought to be addressed by the BBC Trust. 
 
The Committee's decision 
 
23.49 The Committee referred to its conclusion in relation to item 15(c) above that the 
complaint that the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to statements 
made by Mr Siyam does not have a reasonable prospect of success.  
 
23.50 The Committee noted that the complainant considers that the comparison 
between a Jewish group's house built in violation of planning regulations which has not 
yet been destroyed and Palestinian property around it which is being destroyed led 
viewers to believe that Israel was enforcing planning controls in a racist and 
discriminatory way. The Committee noted that the Head of Editorial Standards did not 
consider that omitting further information about the specific circumstances concerning the 
Jewish and Israeli property referred to in that statement breached the Editorial Guidelines 
by creating a misleading impression for viewers and that the focus of the programme is 
not a comparison between the way Palestinians and Israelis are treated in the Israeli 
planning system. 
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23.51 The Committee concluded that this aspect of the complainant's appeal merited 
further consideration and decided to consider it on appeal.  
 
23.52 In relation to the complaint that the ECU acted unfairly by reaching its conclusions 
on item 15(d) on the basis of a new argument without giving the complainant an 
opportunity to comment on it, the Head of Editorial Standards said that the ECU's decision 
appeared to be based on the overall impression given by the programme. The Committee 
noted that the complainant had an opportunity to comment on his overall impressions of 
the programme in his correspondence at stages 1 and 2 of the complaints process. The 
Committee noted that it is not clear whether the ECU relied on any new information when 
reaching its decision on item 15(d) of the complainant's appeal. The Committee decided 
that if the ECU discussed the complainant's concerns with programme makers and carried 
out some additional investigations, this does not necessarily mean that the ECU relied on 
new information when reaching its decision. The Committee also pointed out that the 
complainant had an opportunity to provide comments to the Trust concerning item 15(d) 
of his complaint after the ECU reached its decision (i.e. in his appeal and in his analysis of 
the Head of Editorial Standards' decision). Therefore, any unfairness which might have 
been caused to the complainant if the ECU did rely on any new information when 
reaching its decision on item 15(d) would have been effectively remedied at stage 3 of 
the complaints process as the complainant had opportunities to comment on the ECU's 
decision and the Head of Editorial Standards' decision before the Committee considered 
the admissibility of his appeal. The Committee also noted that it will consider on appeal 
whether the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 15(d). In 
addition, the Committee noted that the Complaints Framework is being reviewed and one 
of the proposals consulted on was that the ECU would inform a complainant of its 
decision, explaining its reasons and invite the complainant to make representations on the 
finding it is minded to make, which the ECU would take into account before finalising its 
decision. As a result, if this proposal is adopted by the BBC Trust, the amended 
Complaints Framework would address the complainant's concern about the ECU's 
procedure going forward. For those reasons, the Committee decided that it would not be 
appropriate, cost effective and proportionate to consider on appeal whether the ECU 
acted unfairly in this regard and the Committee concluded that this aspect of the 
complainant's appeal ought not to proceed.  
 
23.53 Finally, the complainant said that the ECU misconstrued the BBC's obligations and 
was irrational in supposing that it was acceptable for the programme to make this false 
comparison and thereby to support Mr Siyam's allegation of racism on the ground that the 
majority of homes demolished in East Jerusalem were occupied by Palestinians. The 
Committee noted that the complainant's concern about the ECU's interpretation of the 
Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 15(d) appears to be based on the fact that he does 
not agree with the ECU's conclusions on item 15(d). The Committee noted that it has 
decided to consider on appeal whether the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines 
in relation to item 15(d).  The Committee noted that the ECU's decision was based on the 
2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines, which only apply to programmes broadcast 
before 18 October 2010. Therefore, a decision of the Committee concerning the ECU's 
interpretation of the 2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines in relation to this complaint 
would have no practical application to programmes broadcast from 18 October 2010.  As 
the complainant's concern about the ECU's interpretation of the Editorial Guidelines 
appears to be based on the fact that he does not agree with the ECU's conclusion and as 
there is a lack of practical value going forward of the Committee considering the ECU's 
interpretation of the 2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 15(d) of 
the complainant's appeal, the Committee decided not to consider on appeal whether the 
ECU misinterpreted the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 15(d).   
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24. Item 16: There was significant imbalance between the emphasis in the 
programme on guards and CCTV as a means of intimidating Palestinians and 
skeletal references to attacks by Palestinians on Jewish residents 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
24.1 The complainant said that it was biased and misleading not to mention that the 
guards and CCTV are employed by the Jewish residents because Palestinians try to 
intimidate them by attacking them. The complainant also said that, although the ECU 
pointed to statement from Jonathan Adler to support its view that the programme 
represented the viewpoints of both Palestinians and Jews living in Silwan, the statement 
from Mr Adler was unspecific and was separated from the references to guards and close-
circuit television. The complainant said that there was a significant imbalance between the 
emphasis placed by the programme on the guards and CCTV as a supposed means of 
intimidating Palestinians and the skeletal references to the possibility and reality of 
attacks by Palestinians on Jewish residents.  
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
24.2 The Head of Editorial Standards said that, in the January 2011 Appeal, the 
Committee concluded that "the film made clear that the Adlers felt under threat and 
needed security guards" (page 34 of the Bulletin) and "a number of references had been 
made to violence on both sides in East Jerusalem" (page 35 of the Bulletin). Therefore, 
the substance of this aspect of the appeal has already been considered by the Committee 
and was not upheld.  
 
24.3 The Head of Editorial Standards said that it is clear from the wording of the 
Committee's finding in the January 2011 Appeal that the Committee reviewed references 
to violence from different parts of the programme. The argument concerning the timings 
of references to guards and closed-circuit television does not, therefore, have a 
reasonable prospect of success.  
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
24.4 The complainant said that the Committee regarded the complaint in the January 
2011 Appeal as a being a complaint that the programme overall treated violence in 
Jerusalem in a one-sided way. Therefore, the finding in the January 2011 Appeal was 
unrelated to item 16, which is that it was biased and misleading for the programme to 
report an allegation that guards and CCTV are employed by Jewish residents to intimidate 
Palestinians without pointing out reasons given by the Jewish residents for employing 
guards and CCTV.  
 
24.5 The complainant took the view that no reasonable person considering the matter 
honestly would deny that the programme had treated violence in Jerusalem in a one-
sided way. 
 
24.6 The complainant said that, when considering the January 2011 Appeal, the 
Committee did not have access to all the points he made, for example, his analysis of the 
footage of the Qareen incident, which he says the Executive appears to have "deliberately 
suppressed" (this is dealt with in item 19 below). 
 
The Committee's decision 
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24.7 The Committee noted the complainant's analysis of the footage of the incident in 
which Ahmed Qareen was shot and referred to its conclusions on that issue, which are set 
out in item 19 below.  
 
24.8 The Committee noted that in the January 2011 Appeal, it had considered whether 
the programme treated violence in Jerusalem in a one-sided way. In that appeal, the 
complainants considered that "the focus had been exclusively and at length on an Arab 
injured by an Israeli in disputed circumstances, dwelling almost entirely on the Arab 
victim's account of the incident" (page 33 of the Bulletin). The complainants also said that 
"no equivalent examples were shown of shooting and stabbing attacks against Jews in 
Jeruslaem, nor of larger scale attacks" (page 34 of the Bulletin). In its finding on the 
January 2011 Appeal, the Committee concluded that “a number of references had been 
made to violence on both sides in East Jerusalem” (page 34 of the Bulletin). For example, 
Jane Corbin had said in the introduction that tension was growing and both sides are 
suffering. The Committee also referred to an extract of the interview with Ofer Shomer 
and said that "it was an example that demonstrated balance in this area" (page 34 of the 
Bulletin). Further, in its finding on the January 2011 Appeal, the Committee referred to 
the interview with the Adler family and concluded that “the film made clear that the family 
[the Adlers] felt under threat and needed security guards” (page 34 of the Bulletin). In its 
finding on the January 2011 Appeal, the Committee decided that it "did not agree that 
violence had been treated in a one-sided way, and decided that the programme had been 
duly impartial in this respect" (page 35 of the Bulletin). Therefore, the Committee's 
finding on the January 2011 Appeal concerning the treatment of violence in Jerusalem is 
relevant to its decision on the admissibility of the complaint concerning whether it was 
biased and misleading for the programme to report an allegation that guards and CCTV 
are employed by Jewish residents to intimidate Palestinians without pointing out reasons 
given by the Jewish residents for employing guards and CCTV.  
 
24.9 Taking into account the complainant's comments and its finding on the January 
2011 Appeal, the Committee concluded that this aspect of the complainant's appeal 
concerning whether the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 
16 does not have a reasonable prospect of success.  
 
25. Item 17: The programme's accusation that Israelis are "undermining the 
Palestinians by digging under their houses and emphasising that it is Jews who 
have lived here for thousands of years" was biased and misleading. 
 
25.1 Item 17(a): The programme included critical comments regarding Israeli 
excavations which were not balanced by criticism of Palestinian excavations on Temple 
Mount 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
25.2 The complainant said that the programme lacked impartiality in criticising Jews for 
carrying out supervised archaeological excavations of an important historical site, while 
not criticising the Palestinian's unsupervised excavations in the Temple Mount or the 
illegal Palestinian building work in the Silwan area which has jeopardised and destroyed 
important archaeological evidence of the historic Jewish presence.  
 
25.3 The complainant took the view that the ECU's rejection of this item misconstrues 
the BBC's obligations in relation to impartiality and/or is irrational. Also, the ECU's view 
that it is sufficient to consider only the actions of one side of the conflict is the antithesis 
of impartiality. 
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25.4 The complainant said that the ECU also misinterpreted item 17(a) in supposing 
that the complainant suggested that the programme should have given a balanced view 
of all archaeological sites in the area. In fact, the complainant contended that the critical 
comments on Israeli excavations (however unfair) at the City of David should at least 
have been balanced by fair criticism of the Palestinian excavations in the Temple Mount. 
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
25.5 The Head of Editorial Standards said that the aspect of the complaint concerning 
criticism of Palestinian excavations was considered by the Committee in the January 2011 
Appeal, and was not upheld (pages 7 and 33 of the Bulletin). 
 
25.6 The Head of Editorial Standards also noted that the programme did not accuse 
Israelis of "undermining the Palestinians by digging under their houses", but instead 
reported that Elad "are accused" of doing so.  
 
25.7 In the Head of Editorial Standards' view, the ECU did not misconstrue item 17(a) 
and that complaint does not raise a matter of substance. The Head of Editorial Standards 
said that the ECU acknowledged the complaint that the programme should have "reflected 
Jewish concerns about Palestinian excavations" (page 15 of the ECU's letter of 19 January 
2011). 
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
25.8 The complainant said that the issue referred to in the Head of Editorial Standards' 
decision, which had already been considered by the Committee, is essentially different to 
the issue raised in item 17(a) of the appeal. The complainant said that the Palestinian 
excavations he referred to were not archaeological excavations and no question of 
politicisation of archaeology arises out of them.  
 
25.9 The complainant also said that, although the complaint in the January 2011 
Appeal had apparently referred to "the controversial excavations on the Temple Mount 
and the dumping of artefacts" this was not mentioned at all in the Committee's reasons 
for rejecting this aspect of the January 2011 complaint, presumably because it was seen 
as irrelevant to the issue which the Committee addressed, namely Palestinian politicisation 
of archaeology. Further, the complainant said that the Committee is likely to have 
understood the reference to excavations to relate to the period between 1948 and 1967. 
 
25.10 The complainant said that, in the January 2011 Appeal, the Committee relied 
heavily on its belief that "the programme had filmed extensively with the representative of 
Elad which runs the archaeological site at the City of David". The complainant's view is 
that the Committee was misinformed and did not have the benefit of the evidence from 
Mr Spielman which the complainant submitted to the ECU.  
 
25.11 The complainant said that the Head of Editorial Standards' claim that the 
programme did not accuse Israelis of "undermining the Palestinians by digging under their 
houses" but merely reported that Elad "are accused" of doing so is specious. In his view, 
the programme associated Elad with the Israeli government and the allegation that Elad 
was undermining the Palestinians by digging under their houses was stated by the 
presenter without contradiction and without identifying who made it. 
 
25.12 Finally, the complainant said that in rejecting the complaint that the ECU had 
misinterpreted his complaint, the Head of Editorial Standards misleadingly abbreviated 
what the ECU said. The complainant said that the Head of Editorial Standards' rejection of 
this point is irrational verging on the dishonest. 
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The Committee's decision 
 
25.13 As mentioned above in relation to items 1 and 4(b) and 7(d), in its finding on the 
January 2011 Appeal, the Committee considered the "vast effort by Palestinian leaders, 
clerics and academics to deny and undermine Israel's connection to Jewish holy sites and 
shrines, and to erase evidence of Jewish habitation and heritage in Jerusalem's holy 
basin" (pages 31 - 32 of the Bulletin).  
 
25.14 The Committee noted that the complaint in item 17(a) was based on the 
complainant's belief that it was necessary to balance critical comments made in the 
programme about Israeli excavations with criticism of Palestinian excavations on Temple 
Mount. In its finding on the January 2011 Appeal, the Committee had concluded that "a 
Jewish perspective on archaeology had been adequately represented in the interview with 
Mr Spielman" (page 33 of the Bulletin). In its finding on the January 2011 Appeal, the 
Committee concluded that it was duly impartial in its treatment of history and archaeology 
in East Jerusalem.  
 
25.15 The Committee noted the complainant's comment that the Palestinian excavations 
he referred to were not archaeological excavations and therefore item 17(a) of his appeal 
has not already been considered by the Committee as part of the January 2011 Appeal. 
The Committee confirmed that its conclusions in the January 2011 Appeal were relevant 
to deciding whether the argument that the programme should have included criticism of 
Palestinian excavations on Temple Mount raised a matter of substance. 
 
25.16 The Committee referred to the email exchange which the complainant had 
provided with a representative of Elad, Mr Spielman, who was interviewed in the 
programme and the allegations made by Mr Spielman in that email exchange (see item 1, 
paragraph [9.8] above).   
 
25.17 However, the Committee noted that the email from Mr Spielman was in response 
to an email from the complainant which mainly focussed on item 13 of his appeal 
concerning the description of Elad as an "exclusionary settler organisation". Further, in 
the email, Mr Spielman's comments primarily concern Elad's relationship with its Arab 
neighbours. In the email, Mr Spielman did not mention excavations being carried out by 
Palestinians on Temple Mount and Mr Spielman's comments in the programme did not 
concern excavations being carried out by Palestinians on Temple Mount. 
 
25.18 The Committee concluded that the complaint that the programme should have 
included criticism of Palestinian excavations on Temple Mount does not have a reasonable 
prospect of success. The Committee reached this conclusion as it decided that there was 
no reasonable prospect of it considering that it was necessary to mention those 
excavations in the context of the programme. The Committee noted that programme 
makers are entitled to decide to focus on particular issues without also including every 
perspective. 
 
25.19 The complainant contends that the ECU misinterpreted his complaint by supposing 
that he suggested that the programme should give a balanced view of all archaeological 
sites in the area, whereas he contended that there should have been "fair criticism of the 
Palestinian excavations in the Temple Mount".  
 
25.20 The Committee noted that the complainant's original complaint in relation to item 
17(a) was that the programme did not mention that "Palestinians can fairly be accused of 
undermining the position of Jews in Jerusalem by carrying out unsupervised excavations 
in the Temple mount and illegal building work in the Silwan area". The ECU noted that the 



 

March and September 2012 issued November 2012 73 

 

complainant suggested that the programme should have given a balanced view of "all 
archaeological sites in the area" and reflected Jewish concerns about Palestinian 
excavations. The complainant considers that the ECU rejected item 17(a) of his complaint 
on the basis that it was not possible to give a balanced view of all archaeological sites in 
the area in a half-hour programme. The Committee took the view that the ECU's decision 
appears to be based on the fact that the Editorial Guidelines do not require every aspect 
of every issue to be represented (rather than the length of the programme). The ECU 
stated that it was satisfied that the programme adequately reflected the view of both 
parties on the work being carried out at the City of David. In light of the Committee's 
comments on the ECU's decision, the Committee's decision that the complaint that the 
programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 17(a) does not raise a 
matter of substance and the lack of cost effectiveness and proportionality of considering 
this issue on appeal in the circumstances, the Committee decided that this aspect of the 
complainant's appeal concerning whether the ECU misinterpreted item 17(a) of the 
complaint does not raise a matter of substance. 
 
25.21 In relation to the complainant's allegation that the Head of Editorial Standards' 
rejection of his concerns about the ECU's interpretation of his complaint was "verging on 
the dishonest". The Committee noted that the complainant had not provided any evidence 
of dishonesty other than the fact that he does not agree with the Head of Editorial 
Standards' decision in relation to item 17(a) of his appeal. The Committee also noted that 
there is no evidence of dishonesty on the face of the papers it has reviewed. The 
Committee concluded that this aspect of the complainant's appeal does not therefore 
raise a matter of substance.  
 
25.22 Item 17(b):it was misleading for the programme to imply that the underground 
archaeological investigation had damaged Palestinian houses 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
25.23 The complainant said that the implication that underground archaeological 
investigation had damaged Palestinian homes was untrue and the ECU failed to address 
this aspect of his complaint. 
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
25.24 The Head of Editorial Standards said that it is clear that the statement "They're 
accused of undermining Palestinians, by digging under their houses and by emphasising 
that it's Jews who have lived here for thousands of years" refers to accusations of 
undermining the "claim" of Palestinians in relation to Silwan rather than actually 
undermining the foundations of Palestinian homes. Furthermore, the statement clearly 
concerns archaeological excavations. 
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
25.25 The complainant said that many viewers would take "undermining" to be used in 
its natural meaning, rather than in a figurative sense, particularly as it is coupled with a 
reference to Palestinians' houses and the word "claim" is absent from the sentence. The 
complainant said that the reference in the passage to archaeological excavations does not 
dispel the implication that Palestinian houses are being physically undermined. 
 
25.26 The complainant said that the ECU's failure to address this point and its other 
failures in considering the complaint are themselves breaches of the BBC's obligations 
raising a matter of substance. 
 
The Committee's decision 
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25.27 The Committee noted that the complainant's appeal concerns the statement in the 
programme that “They’re accused of undermining Palestinians, by digging under their 
houses and by emphasising that it’s Jews who have lived here for thousands of years". 
The Head of Editorial Standards said that it is clear from the programme that this 
statement refers to accusations of undermining the “claim” of Palestinians in relation to 
Silwan rather than actually undermining the foundations of Palestinian homes. Further, 
the statement clearly concerns archaeological excavations. The Head of Editorial 
Standards pointed out that immediately before the statement "They’re accused of 
undermining Palestinians…", the programme states "Beneath Silwan tunnels are 
spreading. This is an archaeological site run by the settler group, Elad".  The Committee 
agreed with the reasons of the Head of Editorial Standards and with her conclusion that 
this aspect of the complainant's appeal does not have a reasonable prospect of success. 
 
25.28 In relation to the complaint that the ECU did not address item 17(b) of the 
complainant's appeal, the Committee referred to its decision that the argument that the 
programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 17(b) does not have a 
reasonable prospect of success (as explained in paragraph [25.27] above). Therefore, the 
Committee noted that in the circumstances it would not be cost effective and 
proportionate to consider whether the ECU failed to address item 17(b) of the 
complainant's appeal. In the circumstances, the Committee decided not to consider on 
appeal whether the ECU addressed item 17(b) on appeal.  
 
26. Item 18: The programme was misleading and biased to include 
allegations by Mr Siyam that it is impossible to get planning permission, 
preceded by Ms Corbin's statement that the Palestinians have nowhere to 
expand and followed by her statement that last year only 143 permits were 
granted to Palestinians in the whole of East Jerusalem. 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant  
 
26.1 The complainant said that the programme lacked impartiality as it omitted to 
mention that in 2009, 55% of applications for construction permits in East Jerusalem were 
granted (133 out of 244). The low number of permits granted in East Jerusalem could be 
because a low number of applications was made, rather than any particular difficulty for 
Palestinians to obtain them. 
 
26.2 The complainant said that the programme also omitted to mention or to put to Mr 
Siyam that Arab construction in Jerusalem has outpaced Jewish construction since 1967; 
that the municipality has authorised the grant of permits to construct tens of thousands of 
homes for Arab residents; that the Mayor's master plan for the city includes plans for a 
further 13,500 apartments in Arab neighbourhoods; that urban plans are translated into 
Arabic and Arabic-speaking staff are employed by the municipality to assist Arabs with 
their applications; that the Palestinian Authority and Arab governments have spent 
hundreds of millions of dollars to encourage illegal construction in Jerusalem in order to 
undermine Israeli claims to the city; that much illegal Arab construction has been carried 
out on land taken from its owners, frequently Palestinian Christians living abroad, without 
their consent; and that Arab residents of Jerusalem can live in West Jerusalem, and some 
do. 
 
26.3 The complainant took the view that the programme should nevertheless have 
provided the relevant correct facts. Otherwise, the BBC's obligation of accuracy and 
impartiality could readily be avoided by having "contributors" express misleading and/or 
biased statements without correction or challenge. In fact, the Editorial Guidelines 
specifically state that the BBC "must rigorously test contributors expressing contentious 
views during an interview".  
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26.4 The complainant said that it is irrational to believe that viewers would not have 
considered Mr Siyam's statements about planning permission as fact and his statements 
were backed up by Jane Corbin's selective citation of statistics. The complainant said that 
the ECU seeks to justify the omission of data showing that a majority of applications for 
construction permits in East Jerusalem are granted on the basis that the ECU imagines 
that viewers would have assumed that past experience has led Palestinians to believe that 
it is not worth applying for official permits.  The complainant said that, in accordance with 
the Editorial Guidelines, the BBC is obliged to provide all relevant facts and to leave 
viewers to draw their own conclusions.  
 
26.5 The complainant said that the ECU was wrong to suppose that the only plausible 
explanation for the low level of planning applications by Palestinians in East Jerusalem is 
that they believe they will be unsuccessful (other explanations may include an 
unwillingness to apply to Israeli authorities on political grounds).  
 
26.6 The complainant said that the ECU's argument that the statistics were not 
reported out of context or that it was necessary to include the additional context he 
suggested misconstrues the BBC's obligations as to accuracy and impartiality and is 
irrational. 
 
26.7 The complainant also objected to the ECU's rejection of his complaint in item 18 
on new grounds which he was not given an opportunity to address.  Further, the 
complainant said that the ECU wrongly supposed that he referred to a comment made by 
Ms Corbin to the Mayor, and therefore misconstrued his complaint. 
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
26.8 The Head of Editorial Standards said that, as explained in relation to item 15(c), 
the Committee considered Mr Siyam's use of the term "ethnic cleansing" in the January 
2011 Appeal and concluded that Mr Siyam was entitled to his opinion, which was not 
presented as fact and was not endorsed by Ms Corbin.  
 
26.9 The Head of Editorial Standards took the view that the substance of the complaint 
about the programme's coverage of planning permission has already been considered by 
the Committee in the January 2011 Appeal and was not upheld (page 24 of the Bulletin). 
 
26.10 The Head of Editorial Standards said that it was not necessary for the programme 
to refer to the information suggested by the complainant. It is the programme maker's 
editorial judgment as to what they should or should not include in a programme, provided 
that the programme complies with the BBC's Editorial Guidelines. The Head of Editorial 
Standards highlighted that the Editorial Guidelines permit programme makers to focus on 
specific issues in a half hour programme provided that the scope of the programme is 
defined. 
 
26.11 In relation to the complaint that the ECU was wrong to suppose that the only 
plausible explanation for the low level of planning applications by Palestinians in East 
Jerusalem is that they believe they will be unsuccessful, the Head of Editorial Standards 
decided that complaint did not have a reasonable prospect of success. The Head of 
Editorial Standards noted that the ECU said that "The fact is that far fewer applications for 
permits are made by Palestinians and Mr Siyam's comments offered one explanation for 
why this might be the case" (page 16 of the ECU's letter dated 19 January 2011).  
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26.12 The Head of Editorial Standards said that it was unclear what new grounds the 
complainant was referring to when he complained that the ECU acted unfairly in rejecting 
item 18 on new grounds.  
 
26.13 Further, the Head of Editorial Standards took the view that the ECU did not 
misconstrue the complaint by supposing that the complainant had commented on a 
statement made by Ms Corbin to the Mayor. The Head of Editorial Standards considered 
that the ECU addressed the complaint as set out in the complainant's correspondence 
with the ECU. The complainant amended the ECU's summary of his complaint to clarify 
that it related not only to allegations made by a Palestinian but also to allegations made 
by Ms Corbin that it is impossible for Arabs to get planning permission in East Jerusalem. 
In its decision, the ECU considered a question put by Ms Corbin to the Mayor that 
Palestinians were "just not given the permission to build". 
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
26.14 The complainant said that the January 2011 Appeal related to a different 
complaint and considered the Committee's finding to be perverse and apparently 
dishonest so that no reliance should be placed on it.  
 
26.15 In any case, the complainant said that the finding of the Committee in the January 
2011 Appeal did not address the complaint that there was a lack of accuracy and 
impartiality in the combination of Mr Siyam's allegation that it is impossible to get 
planning permission (referring to East Jerusalem) and Ms Corbin's allegations that the 
Palestinians have nowhere to expand and that last year only 143 construction permits 
were granted to Palestinians in the whole of East Jerusalem.  
 
26.16 The complainant also said that the finding of the Committee in the January 2011 
Appeal did not consider the points he made (which are listed above in the summary of his 
complaint), e.g. that Arab construction in Jerusalem has outpaced Jewish construction 
since 1967. Also, the Committee did not have the benefit of material submitted by the 
complainant in support of his complaint. 
 
26.17 Also, the complainant asserts that the ECU acted unfairly in rejecting his complaint 
in item 18 on new grounds, which the complainant has not had an opportunity to address. 
This in itself raises an issue of substance. 
 
The Committee's decision 
 
26.18 The Committee referred to its conclusions on item 15(c) of the complainant's 
appeal above concerning statements made by Mr Siyam.  
 
26.19 The Committee acknowledged that its finding on the January 2011 Appeal does 
not refer to all of the issues raised by the complainant in item 18 of his appeal, such as 
the statement that Arab construction in Jerusalem has outpaced Jewish construction since 
1967. The Committee also referred to the complainant's comment that in the January 
2011 Appeal it had not addressed the combination of Mr Siyam's allegation about 
planning permission and Jane Corbin's allegation regarding building permits. The 
Committee noted that in its finding on the January 2011 Appeal, it had quoted both Mr 
Siyam's comment about never being able to get planning permission as well as Jane 
Corbin's statement that only 133 permits were granted to Palestinians in the whole of East 
Jerusalem last year.  
 
26.20 The Committee noted that in its finding on the January 2011 Appeal (in relation to 
the use of building permit statistics), it "looked at the evidence on the figures and 
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proportions of planning approvals, as well as the possible reasons for the disparity in 
numbers of planning applications from the West and East of Jerusalem. It concluded that 
further context was not essential to the audience’s understanding on this point, 
particularly given Mr Barkat’s comment: “On the east side a lack of planning causes 
sometimes, unfortunately, people to build illegally”” (page 24 of the Bulletin). Further, the 
Committee “considered that viewers would have been perfectly clear that the reporter had 
not meant, literally, that no permission was given to build. The figure of 133 permits had 
just been given, and the phrase had been part of a challenging question to the Mayor, 
who had responded accordingly” (page 24 of the Bulletin).  
 
26.21 The Committee agreed with the Head of Editorial Standards that it is the 
programme maker’s editorial judgement as to what they should or should not include in a 
programme, provided that the programme complies with the BBC’s Editorial Guidelines. 
The Editorial Guidelines permit programme makers to focus on specific issues in a half 
hour programme provided that the scope of the programme is defined.  
 
26.22 Taking into account the complainant's comments as well as its conclusions on the 
January 2011 Appeal, the Committee decided that the argument that the programme 
breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 18 of the complainant's appeal does 
not have a reasonable prospect of success and therefore does not raise a matter of 
substance.  
 
26.23 The complainant considers that the ECU misconstrued the Editorial Guidelines by 
imagining that viewers would have assumed that past experience has led Palestinians to 
believe that it is not worth applying for official permits. The Committee noted that the 
Head of Editorial Standards explained in her letter of 12 September that the ECU in fact 
said that "The fact is that far fewer applications for permits are made by Palestinians and 
Mr Siyam's comments offered one explanation for why this might be the case". The 
complainant emphasised the requirement to weigh all relevant facts and information to 
get at the truth as well as the requirement to avoid unfounded speculation. The 
complainant suggests that the BBC is obliged to provide all the relevant facts and leave 
viewers to draw their own conclusions and programme makers are not entitled to omit 
relevant facts on the ground that they think that audiences will share their own 
prejudices. The Committee noted that the requirement to weigh all relevant facts and 
information does not mean that a programme needs to include every relevant piece of 
information which the programme makers considered. The Committee acknowledged that 
it was not practicable or possible to include every view, every variation of a view and 
every fact on a subject in a programme.   The Committee noted that the programme set 
out the number of successful permits granted to Palestinians in East Jerusalem in the year 
before the programme was made. The opinion of Mr Siyam that it was not possible to get 
permission was put to the Mayor who was able to respond by both accepting that “there 
are gaps in the planning system” and “a lack of planning causes, unfortunately, 
sometimes people to build illegally” whilst expressing his view that the Jerusalem 
Municipality has to take action for “the benefit of the world.” The Committee therefore 
took the view that the argument that the ECU had misconstrued the Editorial Guidelines in 
relation to item 18 does not have a reasonable prospect of success.  
 
26.24 The Committee noted that the complainant's concerns the ECU misconstrued its 
obligations by concluding that it was not necessary to include information he had listed 
such as reference to the rate of Arab construction compared to the rate of Jewish 
construction in Jerusalem appear to be based on the fact that the complainant does not 
agree with the ECU's conclusion. The Committee considered that the complainant had not 
explained how he thinks the ECU has misconstrued its obligations in that respect and 
therefore his complaint appears to be based on the fact that he does not agree with the 
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ECU's conclusions on item 18 of his complaint. As a result, the Committee decided that 
this issue did not raise a matter of substance.   
 
26.25 In addition, the Committee noted its decision not to consider on appeal whether 
the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 18. Also the 
Committee noted that a new version of the Editorial Guidelines applies to programmes 
broadcast after 18 October 2010. Therefore, a decision of the Committee concerning the 
ECU's interpretation of the 2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines in relation to this 
complaint would have no practical application to programmes broadcast from 18 October 
2010. The Committee considered that those two points also support its conclusion that 
the complainant's concerns that the ECU misinterpreted the Editorial Guidelines in relation 
to item 18 do not raise a matter of substance. 
 
26.26 In relation to the complaint that the ECU acted unfairly by rejecting the complaint 
on the basis of new grounds without giving the complainant an opportunity to address 
those new grounds, the Head of Editorial Standards pointed out in her letter of 12 
September that it is not clear what new grounds the complainant referred to in his 
appeal. The Committee noted that the complainant simply repeated his concerns in 
response to the Head of Editorial Standards' letter of 12 September and did not elaborate 
on what the new grounds are that he referred to. The Committee referred to the 
complainant's concerns that the ECU had discussed his complaint with the programme 
makers and carried out some additional research. However, the Committee noted that this 
does not necessarily mean that the ECU relied on new information when reaching its 
decision on item 18 of his complaint. The Committee noted that the complainant had 
opportunities to comment on the ECU's decision in his appeal and in his comments on the 
Head of Editorial Standards' decision before it considered the admissibility of his appeal. 
Therefore, any unfairness which might have been caused to the complainant if the ECU 
did rely on any new information when reaching its decision on item 18 would have been 
effectively remedied at stage 3 of the complaints process as the complainant had 
opportunities to comment on the ECU's decision and the Head of Editorial Standards' 
decision before the Committee considered the admissibility of his appeal. In addition, the 
Committee noted that the Complaints Framework is being reviewed and one of the 
proposals consulted on was that the ECU would inform a complainant of its decision, 
explaining its reasons and invite the complainant to make representations on the finding it 
is minded to make, which the ECU would take into account before finalising its decision. 
As a result, if this proposal is adopted by the BBC Trust, the amended Complaints 
Framework would address the complainant's concern about the ECU's procedure going 
forward. For all of the above reasons, the Committee decided that it would not be 
appropriate, cost effective and proportionate to consider on appeal whether the ECU 
acted unfairly in this regard and the Committee concluded that this aspect of the 
complainant's appeal ought not to proceed. 
 
26.27 Finally, the complainant said that the ECU misconstrued his complaint by wrongly 
supposing that he referred to a comment made by the Mayor of Jerusalem to Jane Corbin. 
The Committee agreed with the Head of Editorial Standards that the ECU had addressed 
the complaint as set out in the complainant's correspondence with the ECU. The 
Committee noted that the complainant had amended the ECU's summary of his complaint 
to clarify that his complaint related not only to allegations made by a Palestinian but also 
allegations "made by the presenter that it is impossible for Arabs to get planning 
permission in East Jerusalem".  In its decision, the ECU had considered a question put by 
the presenter to the Mayor ("They can't expand naturally, they're just not given the 
permission to build"). Therefore, the Committee decided that the argument that the ECU 
misconstrued his complaint in relation to item 18 does not have a reasonable prospect of 
success and as a result, it does not raise a matter of substance. 
 



 

March and September 2012 issued November 2012 79 

 

27. Item 19: The programme's account of the shooting of Ahmed Qareen by 
an Israeli was biased and misleading. 
 
27.1 Item 19(a): The programme included a misleading account of how Ahmed Qareen 
was shot by an Israeli 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
27.2 The complainant said that Jane Corbin omitted to mention that the CCTV footage 
shows that one of the Israelis was pushed or punched and at least five Arabs then 
advanced aggressively towards the Israelis, who retreated.  
 
27.3 The complainant said that a close study of the CCTV footage in slow motion and a 
still photograph also shown in the programme, suggests that the most probable 
explanation of the incident is that the Israeli shot at the lower half of the body of one of 
the Arabs when the Arab got sufficiently close for the Israeli to fear that he would seize 
their gun and kill them. This would not be deduced by an average viewer not watching 
the footage in slow motion. In his view, the average viewer would rely on the 
programme's commentary and be misled by it.  
 
27.4 The complainant said that, although the programme mentioned that the Israeli 
was released without charge, claiming he had been attacked and was acting in self 
defence, this was done in a way which implied that the Israeli's account was false and 
was inadequate to counter the programme's failure to weigh all the relevant facts to get 
at the truth. 
 
27.5 The complainant also said that BBC Information's response referred to the "attack" 
on Ahmed Qareen, when in fact he advanced aggressively threatening two Jews.  
 
27.6 The complainant asserted that the ECU had misconstrued the BBC's obligation of 
accuracy, which required that the video footage be examined and viewers informed of the 
facts that emerged from it, especially given the lengthy and emotive content of the 
interview with Mr Qareen and his son and the risk that such coverage promotes anti-
Semitism. The complainant alleged that effectively the BBC had broadcast a blood libel in 
this part of the programme.  
 
27.7 The complainant took the view that in the context of the programme, which 
included unchallenged accusations against the Israeli state that it was carrying out ethnic 
cleansing, was racist and that its courts helped to dispossess Palestinians, many viewers 
would have been sceptical of the Israeli's claim that he was acting in self defence.  
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
27.8 The Head of Editorial Standards took the view that the Committee had already 
considered the substance of item 19(a) in the January 2011 Appeal in which the 
Committee considered the complaint that the "the programme had treated violence in 
Jerusalem in a one-sided way: the focus had been exclusively and at length on an Arab 
injured by an Israeli in disputed circumstances, dwelling almost entirely on the Arab 
victim's account of the incident" (page 33 of the Bulletin). In its finding in the January 
2011 Appeal, the Committee noted that "it had been made clear that the incident was 
disputed and that the Israeli had been released without charge after maintaining he had 
been acting in self defence". The Committee also noted that "a number of references had 
been made to violence on both sides in East Jerusalem". The Committee considered (in 
relation to the Adler family)  that "the film made clear that the family felt under threat 
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and needed security guards", and concluded that it "did not agree that violence had been 
treated in a one-sided way" (pages 33 – 35 of the Bulletin). 
 
27.9 In light of the Committee's finding in the January 2011 Appeal, the Head of 
Editorial Standards concluded that there was no reasonable prospect of the Committee 
concluding that the programme implied that the Israeli's account that he acted in self-
defence was false. The Head of Editorial Standards noted that the Committee decided in 
the January 2011 Appeal that the programme did not treat violence in a one-sided way 
and concluded that the allegation that the BBC had broadcast a "blood libel" did not have 
a reasonable prospect of success. 
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
27.10 The complainant noted that the complaint in the January 2011 Appeal was that 
the programme had treated violence in Jerusalem in a generally one-sided way. It was a 
complaint of lack of balance (impartiality) and did not include an allegation of lack of 
accuracy in the coverage of the Qareen incident itself.  The complainant said that his 
analysis of the CCTV footage and still photograph has not been disputed by the BBC, but 
was not considered by the Committee as part of the January 2011 Appeal. In his view, it 
was assumed that Ahmed Qareen was a victim when in fact he was an aggressor.  
 
27.11 The complainant said that if there is any overlap between his complaint and the 
complaint in the January 2011 Appeal, the Executive should have brought his analysis of 
the CCTV footage to the Committee's attention before it published its decision on the 
January 2011 Appeal. In his view, the suppression of highly relevant material by the 
Executive is, itself, a point of substance.  
 
27.12 The complainant said that the Committee did not address in the January 2011 
Appeal the complaint that the way in which the programme mentioned that "the Israeli 
was released without charge, claiming he'd been attacked and was acting in self-
defence", implied that the Israeli's account was false. The complainant repeated that the 
programme propagated a blood libel, which is, itself, an issue of substance.  
 
27.13 The complainant said that the Head of Editorial Standards' supposition that the 
Committee would not conclude that it was necessary for the programme to include 
references to the frequency of attacks by Arabs on Jews is evidence that the Head of 
Editorial Standards misunderstood the complaint. 
 
The Committee's decision 
 
27.14 The Committee noted that the complainant's claims that the ECU suppressed 
evidence is based on "examining the footage carefully in slow motion". The complainant 
believes that the footage viewed in slow motion shows that two Israelis (one of whom 
was armed) backed off up the street as a group of Arabs aggressively advanced towards 
them and the Israeli shot an Arab when he feared his gun would be seized and he would 
be killed. The commentary in question states "CCTV recorded a scuffle between some 
Arabs and two Israelis, one of them was armed. They backed off up the street out of 
sight of the camera. Ahmed says that he heard his kids screaming and ran outside. A 
bystander took this picture - Ahmed in a white T-shirt, no gun, facing the Israelis".  
 
27.15 The Committee noted that the CCTV footage suggests that a group of men 
advanced towards two other men (presumably Israelis) and the footage is followed by a 
picture of Ahmed Qareen before he was shot. The Committee agreed that this was 
consistent with the commentary. The fact that the Israelis backed away from the 
advancing group was evident from the footage in normal motion when accompanied by 
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the commentary. The CCTV footage did not show the shooting. The complainant said that 
the "most probable explanation of the incident is that the Israeli shot at the lower half of 
the body of one of the Arabs when the latter got sufficiently close for the Israelis to fear 
that he would seize their gun and kill them". The Committee referred to Ahmed Qareen's 
version of events, which was that he heard his kids screaming, ran outside and asked an 
Israeli "why he was doing this to the children". The Committee highlighted that Jane 
Corbin said in the programme that "The Israeli was released without charge claiming he'd 
been attacked and was acting in self defence". 
 
27.16 Further, the Committee decided that the fact that Ahmed Qareen was described as 
a victim in the Committee's finding on the January 2011 Appeal, does not mean that its 
decisions on the January 2011 Appeal were based on an incorrect assumption, as Mr 
Qareen was shot and badly injured in the incident. The Committee noted that in its 
finding on the January 2011 Appeal, the Committee clearly stated that the incident 
concerned an Arab injured by an Israeli in "disputed circumstances". 
 
27.17 The Committee decided that there does not appear to be any pertinent new 
evidence in the complainant's analysis of the CCTV footage. It also noted that no evidence 
had been provided to demonstrate that the ECU had suppressed evidence as opposed to 
considering the complainant’s complaint according to its normal procedures. In the 
circumstances, the Committee decided that it would not be cost effective and 
proportionate to consider whether the ECU should have provided the complainant's 
analysis of the CCTV footage to the Committee when it was considering the January 2011 
Appeal. The Committee therefore decided that the allegation that the ECU suppressed 
evidence does not raise a matter of substance.  
 
27.18 The Committee noted that as part of the January 2011 Appeal, it considered 
whether the programme portrayed violence in a one-sided way, which involved an 
analysis of the coverage of the Qareen incident (although, the complainant commented 
that the Committee's finding on the January 2011 Appeal does not concern accuracy). As 
part of the January 2011 Appeal, the Committee considered the complaint that "the 
programme had treated violence in Jerusalem in a one-sided way: the focus had been 
exclusively and at length on an Arab injured by an Israeli in disputed circumstances, 
dwelling almost entirely on the Arab victim's account of the incident" (page 33 of the 
Bulletin). In its finding on the January 2011 Appeal, the Committee noted that “it had 
been made clear that the incident was disputed and that the Israeli had been released 
without charge after maintaining he had been acting in self defence”. The Committee also 
noted that “a number of references had been made to violence on both sides in East 
Jerusalem”. The Committee considered that “the film made clear that the family felt under 
threat and needed security guards”. The Committee concluded that it “did not agree that 
violence had been treated in a one-sided way” (pages 33 – 35 of the Bulletin).  
 
27.19 Taking into account the complainant's comments and the Committee's conclusions 
on the January 2011 Appeal, the Committee decided that there was no reasonable 
prospect of it concluding that the programme had breached the Editorial Guidelines on 
either accuracy or impartiality in relation to item 19(a) of the programme.  
 
27.20 The complainant alleges that the BBC had broadcast a blood libel in relation to the 
coverage of the Qareen incident ("comprising a lengthy and emotive pack of lies by the 
Qareens, without mentioning the evidence which showed that their story was false"). The 
Committee noted that it had decided there was no reasonable prospect of it concluding 
that the programme had breached the Editorial Guidelines on either accuracy or 
impartiality in relation to item 19(a) of the programme. Therefore, the Committee 
concluded that the allegation that the BBC broadcast a blood libel does not have a 
reasonable prospect of success. 
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27.21 The complainant said that the ECU had misconstrued the Editorial Guidelines on 
accuracy in relation to the CCTV footage of the Qareen incident. The complainant 
suggested that the footage could have been showed in slow motion with an appropriate 
explanation. The complainant also considers that the ECU misinterpreted the Editorial 
Guidelines by taking the view that the reference in the programme to the Israeli being 
released and the claim that he acted in self defence was sufficient to secure due 
accuracy. The Committee referred to its comments above in relation to the CCTV footage 
and its conclusion that the complaint that the programme breached the Editorial 
Guidelines on accuracy or impartiality in relation to item 19(a) does not have a reasonable 
prospect of success. It was clear that in many cases covered by the BBC there could be 
more than one way of reading events. It was not disputed the Mr Qareen was unarmed 
and was shot by one of the Israelis. The programme also made clear that the Israeli 
asserted he had acted in self defence: "the Israeli was released without charge, claiming 
he'd been attacked and was acting in self-defence". In its decision, the ECU had noted 
that the Israeli was released without charge, that he claimed he had acted in self defence 
and that the incident was disputed. The Committee noted that the ECU's decision was 
based on the 2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines, which only apply to programmes 
broadcast before 18 October 2010. Therefore, a decision of the Committee concerning the 
ECU's interpretation of the 2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines in relation to this 
complaint would have no practical application to programmes broadcast from 18 October 
2010. As a result, it would not be cost effective or proportionate to consider the ECU's 
interpretation of the 2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines on appeal. Given the 
Committee's comments on the interpretation of the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 
19(a) of the complainant's appeal, its decision not to consider on appeal whether the 
programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 19(a) as well as the lack 
of practical value going forward of the Committee considering on appeal the ECU's 
interpretation of the 2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines, the Committee decided that 
this aspect of the complainant's appeal concerning the ECU's interpretation of the Editorial 
Guidelines does not raise a matter of substance.  
 
27.22 Item 19(b): It was biased and misleading for the programme to mention this 
incident without mentioning the many incidents when Arabs have attacked and murdered 
Jews and others in Jerusalem 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
27.23 The complainant said that this omission deprived viewers of an important part of 
the context, which explains why the Israelis had reason to fear that Arabs advancing with 
aggressive gestures could be about to make a savage attack. 
 
27.24 The complainant argued that Ms Corbin's statement relating to the Israeli view 
that some Palestinians were "exploiting" recent tensions caused by the evictions and 
demolitions in East Jerusalem is without foundation and incorrect. The complainant said 
that in relying on it to justify the coverage of the Qareen incident, the ECU misinterpreted 
the BBC's obligations and was irrational. In his view, the brief reply of Mr Shomer and the 
reference of Mr Adler to the possibility of anti-Semitic attacks did not fairly balance the 
extended, misleading and emotive coverage of the Qareens. 
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
27.25 In relation to the complaint that Ms Corbin's comment that "The Israelis say some 
Palestinians were exploiting the recent tensions caused by the evictions and demolitions in 
East Jerusalem" is incorrect and without foundation, the Head of Editorial Standards 
noted that, when considering the complaint in the January 2011 Appeal that the 
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programme had treated violence in a one-sided way, the Committee had commented that 
the scene with Mr Shomer (which included the above comment made by Ms Corbin) was 
"an example that demonstrated balance in this area" (page 34 of the Bulletin). The Head 
of Editorial Standards said that this implies that the Committee did not have any concerns 
about the accuracy or foundation of the comment.  
 
27.26 The Head of Editorial Standards said that the ECU's letter of the 19 January 2011 
makes it clear that it considered both the scene with Ofer Shomer and the Adler family 
when deciding to reject item 19(b). Also, the Committee in the January 2011 Appeal, had 
based its conclusion that violence had not been treated in a one sided-way partly on the 
scene with Ofer Shomer and the interview with the Adlers. 
 
27.27 The Head of Editorial Standards took the view that the ECU's decision in relation to 
item 19(b) was based on statements made in the programme and not, as the complainant 
alleges, on new points on which the complainant was not given an opportunity to 
comment. 
  
27.28 The complainant said that the ECU had misquoted the passage relating to Ofer 
Shomer. The ECU letter's referred to "tensions caused by the evictions, demolitions and 
archaeology in East Jerusalem" and the programme actually referred to "recent tensions 
caused by the evictions and demolitions in East Jerusalem". 
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
27.29 The complainant said that the January 2011 Appeal did not raise (and the 
Committee did not address) his complaint that it was necessary to mention the many 
incidents in which Arabs have attacked and murdered Jews and others in Jerusalem in 
order to place the Qareen incident in context. In his view, it is in any event unfair and 
wrong to reject the complaint without considering the material he submitted, especially 
where the ECU delayed in its consideration of his complaint and did not submit his 
complaint and material to the Committee before it published its finding in the January 
2011 Appeal.  
 
27.30 Further, the complainant said that the Committee proceeded in the January 2011 
Appeal on the basis that Ms Corbin's statement that "the Israelis say some Palestinians 
were exploiting the recent tensions caused by the evictions and demolitions in East 
Jerusalem" was accurate. Therefore, the Committee's finding in the January 2011 Appeal 
was based in part on a false assumption which the complainant has challenged.  
 
27.31 In relation to both items 19(b) and 19(c), the complainant submits that, contrary 
to the Head of Editorial Standards' suggestion, it was clear what points were new in the 
ECU's decision and it was unfair of the ECU to reject his complaint on the basis of those 
new points without giving him a fair opportunity to comment. 
 
The Committee's decision 
 
27.32 The Committee noted that, as mentioned above, it had considered the wider issue 
of whether the programme portrayed violence in a one-sided way as part of the January 
2011 Appeal. This involved reference to the coverage of the Qareens, Mr Shomer and the 
Adlers. Part of the complaint in the January 2011 Appeal was that "the complainants said 
that no equivalent examples were shown of shooting and stabbing attacks. Instead, the 
film had focussed on a single example where Israelis had been portrayed as the 
aggressors" (page 34 of the Bulletin).  In its finding on the January 2011 Appeal, the 
Committee noted that "a number of references had been made to violence on both sides 
in East Jersualem. For example, the reporter had said in her introduction to the scene that 
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tension was growing and "both sides are suffering"". The Committee referred to the scene 
with Ofer Shomer and "considered that it was an example that demonstrated balance in 
this area". The Committee also concluded that the "film made clear that the family felt 
under threat and needed security guards" (page 34 of the Bulletin). The Committee 
agreed that its conclusions on the January 2011 Appeal were relevant to whether the 
complainant's claim that the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines by mentioning 
the Qareen incident without mentioning the many incidents when Arabs have attacked 
and murdered Jews and others in Jerusalem has a reasonable prospect of success.  
 
27.33 As part of his complaint in item 19(b), the complainant asserts that the statement 
"The Israelis say some Palestinians were exploiting the recent tensions caused by the 
evictions and demolitions in East Jerusalem" is incorrect and without foundation. The 
Committee noted that statement is included in a segment of the programme preceding an 
interview with Ofer Shomer and after a reference to Palestinian rioting (i.e. the statement 
was not made as part of the description of the incident in which Ahmed Qareen was 
shot). 
 
27.34 The Committee took into account the complainant's comments and its conclusions 
in relation to the January 2011 Appeal. The Committee concluded that it was within the 
programme makers' editorial judgment whether to mention incidents when Arabs have 
attacked and murdered Jews and others in Jerusalem. The Committee decided that there 
is no reasonable prospect of it concluding that the programme breached the Editorial 
Guidelines in relation to item 19(b) of the complainant's appeal.  
 
27.35 The complainant considers that the ECU misinterpreted the BBC's obligations in 
supposing that the references to Mr Shomer and Mr Adler balanced the coverage of the 
Qareens. The Committee noted that the complainant's concerns appear to be based on 
the fact that he does not agree with the ECU's decision. The Committee noted that the 
complainant has not provided any details about how he considers the ECU misinterpreted 
the Editorial Guidelines other than by referring to the ECU's conclusion. The complainant 
also considers that the ECU misinterpreted the BBC's obligations by relying on a statement 
that is without foundation and incorrect to justify coverage of the Qareen incident (i.e. the 
statement "The Israelis say some Palestinians were exploiting the recent tensions caused 
by the evictions and demolitions in East Jerusalem"). The Committee took the view that 
this aspect of the complainant's appeal is more properly characterised as a complaint that 
he does not agree with the ECU's decision rather than a complaint that the ECU did not 
properly interpret the Editorial Guidelines.  The Committee also noted that it had decided 
that there is no reasonable prospect of it concluding that the programme breached the 
Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 19(b) of the appeal. Also, the Committee noted that 
the ECU's decision was based on the 2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines, which only 
apply to programmes broadcast before 18 October 2010. Therefore, a decision of the 
Committee concerning the ECU's interpretation of the 2005 version of the Editorial 
Guidelines in relation to this complaint would have no practical application to programmes 
broadcast from 18 October 2010. As a result, it would not be cost effective or 
proportionate to consider the ECU's interpretation of the 2005 version of the Editorial 
Guidelines on appeal. For all of the above reasons, the Committee decided that this 
aspect of the complainant's appeal concerning the ECU's interpretation of the Editorial 
Guidelines does not raise a matter of substance 
 
27.36 In relation to the complainant's argument that the ECU acted unfairly by reaching 
its decision on the basis of new points without giving him an opportunity to comment on 
them, the Committee noted that it is not clear what new points the complainant was 
referring to. The Head of Editorial Standards commented in her letter of 12 September 
that the ECU's decision appears to be based on statements made in the programme. The 
Committee noted that the complainant had an opportunity to comment on statements in 
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the programme before submitting his complaint at stages 1 and 2 of the complaints 
process. In his appeal correspondence, the complainant said that the ECU discussed his 
concerns with programme makers and carried out some additional investigations. The 
Committee took the view that if the ECU discussed the complainant's concerns with 
programme makers and carried out some additional investigations, this does not 
necessarily mean that the ECU relied on new information when reaching its decision. 
Further, the complainant had opportunities to comment on the ECU decision in his appeal 
and in his analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision. Therefore, any unfairness 
which might have been caused to the complainant if the ECU did rely on any new 
information when reaching its decision on item 19(b) would have been effectively 
remedied at stage 3 of the complaints process as the complainant had opportunities to 
comment on the ECU's decision and the Head of Editorial Standards' decision before the 
Committee considered the admissibility of his appeal. In addition, the Committee noted 
that the Complaints Framework is being reviewed and one of the proposals consulted on 
was that the ECU would inform a complainant of its decision, explaining its reasons and 
invite the complainant to make representations on the finding it is minded to make, which 
the ECU would take into account before finalising its decision. As a result, if this proposal 
is adopted by the BBC Trust, the amended Complaints Framework would address the 
complainant's concern about the ECU's procedure going forward. For all of the above 
reasons, the Committee decided that it would not be appropriate, cost effective and 
proportionate to consider on appeal whether the ECU acted unfairly in this regard and the 
Committee concluded that this aspect of the complainant's appeal ought not to proceed. 
 
27.37 Item 19(c): It was misleading for the programme to imply that this incident was 
somehow linked to evictions, demolitions, archaeological investigations or Jews living in 
East Jerusalem 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
27.38 The complainant said that there was no foundation for suggesting any such link 
and it is difficult to see any justification for its inclusion in the programme except to 
provide prejudice against Israel and Jews. 
 
27.39 The complainant considers that the ECU has either failed to address the complaint 
that it was inaccurate for the programme to imply that the Qareen incident was linked to 
the subjects covered previously in the programme or has misconstrued the BBC's 
obligations and/or made an irrational assessment in rejecting it.  
 
27.40 The complainant said that the ECU argued that the sequence was used to illustrate 
the Palestinian view that the situation in Silwan is getting worse. The complainant 
considers this to be an admission that the inclusion of this incident was based on 
speculation that the incident could be attributed to the matters covered previously in the 
programme. Further, the inclusion of the incident on this basis was plainly contrary to the 
Editorial Guidelines then in force which specified that "We should be honest and open 
about what we don't know and avoid unfounded speculation".  
 
27.41 The complainant said that the excerpts of interviews with Mr Spielman and Nir 
Barkat  were not lengthy. In fact, the interviews were much shorter than the interviews of 
the Qareens and Mr Siyam. The complainant took the view that, in any case, it is 
irrational for the ECU to regard the coverage of the incident involving the Qareens as 
appropriate to balance the interviews of Mr Spielman and Mr Barkat. The complainant said 
that there was no connection whatsoever between the subjects of the interviews of Mr 
Spielman and Mr Barkat on the one hand and the incident involving Mr Qareen on the 
other. The complainant pointed out that it was not put to Mr Spielman or Mr Barkat that 
their action or policies had resulted in Mr Qareen being shot (or if it was, their responses 
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were edited out of the programme). In his view, the interviews of Mr Spielman and Mr 
Barkat provided only a very limited and partial counterweight to the very extensive 
material in the programme criticising the City of David Foundation and the Israeli 
authorities, including the lengthy interviews of Mr Seidemann and Mr Siyam.  
 
27.42 Furthermore, the complainant said that it was unfair for the ECU to base its 
conclusions on items 19(b) and 19(c) on new points which he was not given an 
opportunity to address. 
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
27.43 The Head of Editorial Standards considered Ms Corbin's comments introducing the 
incident and her comments following the incident. She also considered Ms Corbin's 
introduction to the interview with Ofer Shomer which referred to Palestinian riots which 
occurred "after rumours spread that Jews were coming to pray on the compound 
surrounding the holy mosques". The Head of Editorial Standards noted it was in this 
context that Ms Corbin said "The Israelis say that some Palestinians were exploiting the 
recent tensions caused by evictions and demolitions in East Jerusalem. A few weeks ago 
we saw violence here in this area". The Head of Editorial Standards took the view that the 
programme did not, therefore, imply that the incident involving the Qareen family was 
linked to matters covered previously in the programme (i.e. evictions, demolitions, 
archaeological investigations etc).  
 
27.44 The Head of Editorial Standards said that it is unnecessary to provide either Mr 
Spielman or Mr Barkat with a right of reply. The Head of Editorial Standards considered 
the complaint that the interviews of Mr Spielman and Mr Barkat are not sufficient to 
achieve proper balance in the programme but noted that the Committee in the January 
2011 Appeal concluded that the programme was duly accurate and duly impartial overall 
(page 35 of the Bulletin). In addition, the Head of Editorial Standards said that the 
programme did not contain a genuine allegation that the actions of Mr Spielman and Mr 
Barkat resulted in Mr Qareen being shot. 
 
27.45 The Head of Editorial Standards said that the ECU based its decision in relation to 
item 19(c) on statements made in the programme and did not reject the complaint on the 
basis of new points on which the complainant was not given the opportunity to comment.  
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
27.46 The complainant said that the January 2011 Appeal did not address his complaint 
that it was misleading for the programme to imply that this incident was somehow linked 
to evictions, demolitions, archaeological investigations or Jews living in East Jerusalem. 
Further, the decision of the Committee in the January 2011 Appeal was made without the 
benefit of the material he submitted, in particular his analysis of the Qareen incident.  
 
27.47 The complainant said that the Head of Editorial Standards' suggestion that the 
programme did not imply that the Qareen incident was linked to the subjects previously 
covered in the programme is irrational. It was introduced by the presenter with the 
words: "But tension in Silwan is growing and both sides are suffering"; and the presenter 
subsequently added "Those who know Jerusalem warn that this is a powder keg – more 
than the city could be ignited if the Israelis persist in what they're doing" – obviously 
referring to the various actions of Israelis which the programme had criticised. 
 
27.48 Further, the complainant said that if the programme makers did not intend to 
portray the Qareen incident as a consequence of evictions, demolitions, archaeological 
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investigations and/or Jews living in East Jerusalem, its inclusion in the programme can 
only have been motivated by a desire to whip up anti-Israel and anti-Jewish feeling. 
 
27.49 In relation to both items 19(b) and 19(c), the complainant submits that, contrary 
to the Head of Editorial Standards' suggestion, it was clear what points were new in the 
ECU's decision and it was unfair of the ECU to reject the complaint on the basis of those 
new points without giving him a fair opportunity to comment.  
 
The Committee's decision  
 
27.50 The Committee noted that this aspect of the complainant's appeal concerns the 
statement "The Israelis say some Palestinians were exploiting the recent tensions caused 
by the evictions and demolitions in East Jerusalem. And a few weeks ago we saw violence 
here in this area". The Committee referred to the Head of Editorial Standards' letter of 12 
September which explained the context of that statement. In other words, the 
programme's coverage of the incident involving the Qareen family was introduced by Jane 
Corbin, who said "But tension in Silwan is growing and both sides are suffering. The 
Palestinians say what happened to this man, Ahmed Qareen, is a warning of how bad 
things could get". The programme then included some information regarding the incident 
and extracts from an interview with members of the Qareen family. After the interview 
with members of the Qareen family, Jane Corbin moved on to discuss riots in the Old City 
and the programme did not refer to the Qareen family again. Jane Corbin introduced an 
interview with Ofer Shomer by referring to Palestinian riots which occurred "after rumours 
spread that Jews were coming to pray on the compound surrounding the holy mosques". 
It was in this context that Jane Corbin said "The Israelis say that some Palestinians were 
exploiting the recent tensions caused by evictions and demolitions in East Jerusalem. A 
few weeks ago we saw violence here in this area" (i.e. in the context of rumours of Jews 
coming to pray on the compound surrounding the holy mosques).   
 
27.51 The Committee referred to the complainant's comments regarding the interview 
with Mr Spielman. However, the Committee noted that its decision in relation to item 
19(c) is based on the context of the statement at issue in item 19(c) rather than 
comments made by Mr Spielman in the programme.  
 
27.52 The Committee took into account the complainant's comments and agreed with 
the Head of Editorial Standards' conclusions in her letter of 12 September concerning the 
complaint that the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 19(c) 
of the complainant's appeal. Therefore, the Committee concluded that the complaint that 
the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines by implying that the Qareen incident 
was linked to evictions, demolitions, archaeological investigations or Jews living in East 
Jerusalem does not have a reasonable prospect of success, given the context of the 
statement "The Israelis say that some Palestinians were exploiting the recent tensions 
caused by evictions and demolitions in East Jerusalem". 
 
27.53 The complainant alleged that if programme did not intend to portray the link 
referred to above, the inclusion of the Qareen incident can only have been motivated by a 
"desire to whip up anti-Israel and anti-Jewish feeling". The Committee noted that the 
comment that the inclusion of the Qareen incident was motivated by a desire to whip up 
anti Israel and anti Jewish feeling does not appear to have any basis and there is nothing 
on the face of the documents the Committee had reviewed to support that comment. The 
Committee concluded that this aspect of the complainant's appeal does not have a 
reasonable prospect of success.  
 
27.54 The complainant said that the ECU failed to address item 19(c) of his complaint or 
misconstrued the BBC's obligations in relation to it. The complainant referred to the 
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requirement in the Editorial Guidelines to be "honest and open about what we don't know 
and avoid unfounded speculation". The Committee referred to its conclusions in 
paragraphs [27.50 - 27.52] above and noted that there is no reasonable prospect of it 
concluding that the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 19(c) 
of the appeal. Also, the Committee noted that the ECU's decision was based on the 2005 
version of the Editorial Guidelines, which only apply to programmes broadcast before 18 
October 2010. Therefore, a decision of the Committee concerning the ECU's interpretation 
of the 2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines in relation to this complaint would have no 
practical application to programmes broadcast from 18 October 2010. As a result, it would 
not be cost effective or proportionate to consider the ECU's interpretation of the 2005 
version of the Editorial Guidelines on appeal. For all of the above reasons, the Committee 
decided that the aspect of the complainant's appeal concerning the ECU's interpretation of 
the Editorial Guidelines does not raise a matter of substance. 
 
27.55 The complainant considered that the ECU deliberately dealt unfairly with item 
19(c) of his appeal by reaching its conclusions based on new points without giving him an 
opportunity to address them. The Committee noted that the complainant appears to 
accept that the new points referred to passages in the programme. The Committee took 
the view that the complainant would have been able to comment on passages in the 
programme in his correspondence with the ECU, before the ECU reached its decision on 
item 19(c) of his complaint. The Committee decided that if the ECU discussed the 
complainant's concerns with programme makers and carried out some additional 
investigations, this does not necessarily mean that the ECU relied on new information 
when reaching its decision. Further, the complainant had opportunities to comment on 
the ECU's decision in his appeal and in his analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' 
decision. Therefore, any unfairness which might have been caused to the complainant if 
the ECU did rely on any new information when reaching its decision on item 19(b) would 
have been effectively remedied at stage 3 of the complaints process as the complainant 
had opportunities to comment on the ECU's decision and the Head of Editorial Standards' 
decision before the Committee considered the admissibility of his appeal. In addition, the 
Committee noted that the Complaints Framework is being reviewed and one of the 
proposals consulted on was that the ECU would inform a complainant of its decision, 
explaining its reasons and invite the complainant to make representations on the finding it 
is minded to make, which the ECU would take into account before finalising its decision. 
As a result, if this proposal is adopted by the BBC Trust, the amended Complaints 
Framework would address the complainant's concern about the ECU's procedure going 
forward. For all of the above reasons, the Committee decided that it would not be 
appropriate, cost effective and proportionate to consider on appeal whether the ECU 
acted unfairly in this regard and the Committee concluded that this aspect of the 
complainant's appeal ought not to proceed. 
 
28. Item 20: The programme gave the misleading impression that there was 
a suspicion of a Jewish takeover of Muslim holy sites without clarifying that 
there is no such plan or mentioning Jewish concerns of exclusion from and 
destruction of Jewish holy sites under Muslim control 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
28.1 The complainant said that Ms Corbin referred to the "Old City" and said "Israeli 
archaeology has raised Arab suspicion of a Jewish takeover of the Muslim holy sites". 
However, Ms Corbin omitted to clarify that there has in fact been no attempt by Israeli 
archaeology to take over Muslim holy sites, even where (as on the Temple Mount) those 
sites coincide with Jewish holy sites; and that on the contrary, Jews and Christians remain 
excluded at all times from the mosques on the Temple Mount. The complainant said that 
Ms Corbin also failed to mention that Arab excavations in the Temple Mount have in fact 
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destroyed archaeological remains from the most holy of Jewish sites, and that illegal Arab 
building has destroyed remains from important archaeological sites in that area. 
 
28.2 The complainant took the view that the ECU was irrational to suppose that the 
statement did not convey a misleading implication to viewers that there were grounds for 
the suspicion, particularly given the inclusion earlier in the programme of the 
unchallenged allegation that the archaeological excavations in the City of David were 
conducted by an "exclusionary settler organisation" (see item 13). The complainant said 
that the ECU also failed to address the alleged lack of impartiality in referring to the Arab 
suspicion of a Jewish takeover of the Muslim holy sites without a clear clarification on 
behalf of the Jewish side that there is no such plan, and without mentioning the well-
founded Jewish concerns of exclusion from and destruction of Jewish holy sites under 
Muslim control.  
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
28.3 The Head of Editorial Standards said that, in light of the other statements in the 
programme, for example the comments made by Mr Spielman concerning Israeli 
archaeology, it was not necessary for the programme to specifically state that there was 
no Jewish plan to take over Muslim holy sites. The Head of Editorial Standards took the 
view that the programme did not convey a misleading impression that there were grounds 
for the suspicion.  
 
28.4 The Head of Editorial Standards said that the Committee has already considered 
the complaint concerning Jewish concerns about destruction of Jewish sites under Muslim 
control in the January 2011 Appeal, and the complaint was not upheld (pages 32 - 33 of 
the Bulletin). 
 
28.5 The Head of Editorial Standards considered that, although the Committee's finding 
in the January 2011 Appeal did not specifically state whether the programme should have 
mentioned Jewish concerns of exclusion from Jewish sites under Muslim control, the 
Committee concluded that the Jewish perspective on archaeology had been adequately 
represented. Furthermore, due impartiality does not require the representation of every 
argument or facet of every argument on every occasion or an equal division of time for 
each view. 
 
28.6 In her view, the ECU did address the complaint of lack of impartiality in not 
clarifying there is no plan for a Jewish takeover of Muslim holy sites (see page 18 of the 
ECU's letter dated 19 January 2011). The Head of Editorial Standards said that the ECU 
concluded that Ms Corbin had made it clear that she was reflecting the concerns of Arabs 
regarding a Jewish takeover of Muslim holy sites. Ms Corbin did not say that this was 
happening or endorse the Palestinian view. Therefore, the ECU decided that it was not 
necessary to include the additional information requested by the complainant.  
 
28.7 As to the complaint that the ECU failed to address a lack of impartiality in not 
mentioning well founded Jewish concerns of exclusion from and destruction of Jewish 
holy sites under Muslim control, the Head of Editorial Standards said that the Committee 
addressed the complaint concerning the destruction of Jewish holy sites under Muslim 
control in its finding in the January 2011 Appeal (pages 32 -33 of the Bulletin). 
Furthermore, the Head of Editorial Standards said that the complaint that the programme 
did not mention concerns of exclusion from Jewish holy sites does not have a reasonable 
prospect of success. As a result, the Head of Editorial Standards concluded that the 
complaint that the ECU failed to address a lack of impartiality in relation to item 20 does 
not raise a matter of substance. 
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Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
28.8 The complainant said that the statement clearly suggested to viewers that Israeli 
archaeology has raised a legitimate suspicion of a Jewish takeover of Muslim holy sites. 
This was reinforced by the inclusion earlier in the programme of the unchallenged 
allegation that the archaeological excavations in the City of David were conducted by an 
"exclusionary settler organisation". The complainant referred to his comments on the 
description of Elad as exclusionary under item 13 above.  
 
28.9 In relation to the argument that it was biased to make the statement in the 
absence of any clear clarification from the Israeli side that there is no such plan, the 
complainant said that the Head of Editorial Standards does not appear to have addressed 
the lack of impartiality in not clarifying that there is no such plan. The complainant also 
said that the Head of Editorial Standards erroneously supposes that the ECU addressed 
this point, when it did not. 
 
28.10 In relation to the argument that it was biased to make this statement in the 
absence of any mention of the Arab exclusion of Jews and Christians from holy sites on 
the Temple Mount and the ongoing Arab destruction of the most holy Jewish sites there 
and Jewish historical sites in Silwan, the complainant said that the Committee's decision in 
the January 2011 Appeal did not consider at all the exclusion of Jews and Christians from 
holy sites on the Temple Mount. The complainant said that this in itself a point of 
substance which is directly relevant to the one-sided allegation in the programme of a 
threatened Jewish takeover of Muslim sites.  
 
28.11 The complainant said that the Committee's previous decision did not address his 
complaint of a lack of impartiality in suggesting an Israeli takeover of Muslim holy sites 
without mentioning the Arab destruction of Jewish holy and historical sites. 
 
28.12 The complainant said that the Arab destruction of Jewish sites to which he refers 
does not relate to archaeological excavations and no question of politicisation of 
archaeology arises out of it. The destruction has been caused by excavations to create 
additional mosques within the Temple Mount and residential construction in the Silwan 
(Shiloach) area. 
 
28.13 Although the complainant in the January 2011 Appeal had apparently referred to 
"the controversial excavations on the Temple Mount and the dumping of artefacts", the 
complainant said that this was not mentioned at all in the Committee's reasons for 
rejecting this aspect of that party's complaint, presumably because it was seen as 
irrelevant to the issue which the Committee addressed, namely Palestinian politicisation of 
archaeology. The complainant said that it is also likely that the Committee understood it 
to refer to excavations and dumping of artefacts in the period of Jordanian rule 
(occupation) of East Jerusalem between 1948 and 1967 (see item 1 above).  
 
28.14 Further, in reaching its decision in the January 2011 Appeal, the complainant said 
that the Committee relied heavily on its belief that "the programme had filmed extensively 
with the representative of Elad which runs the archaeological site at the City of David". 
However, the Committee was misinformed in this respect and did not benefit from the 
evidence of Mr Spielman which the complainant submitted to the ECU. 
 
The Committee's decision 
 
28.15 Item 20 of the complainant's appeal concerns the following statement "Israeli 
archaeology has raised Arab suspicion of a Jewish takeover of the Muslim holy sites". The 
Committee noted that the complainant's appeal appears to be based on the grounds that: 
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(a) the statement implied that there were reasonable grounds for the suspicion; (b) it was 
biased to make the statement in the absence of any clear clarification from the Israeli side 
that there is no such plan; and (c) it was biased to make the statement in the absence of 
any mention of the Arab exclusion of Jews and Christians from holy sites on the Temple 
Mount and the ongoing Arab destruction of the most holy Jewish sites there and Jewish 
historical sites in Silwan.  
 
28.16 In his appeal, the complainant took the view that the fact that the January 2011 
Appeal finding did not consider the exclusion of Jews and Christians from holy sites on 
Temple Mount is a "point of substance which is directly relevant to the one-sided 
allegation in the programme of a threatened Jewish takeover of Muslim sites". The 
Committee noted the complainant's comment regarding the exclusion of Jews and 
Christians from holy sites on Temple Mount. 
 
28.17 The Committee referred to the Head of Editorial Standards' conclusion that, in light 
of the other statements in the programme, for example the comments made by Mr 
Spielman concerning Israeli archaeology, she did not consider that it was necessary for 
the programme to specifically state that there was no Jewish plan to take over Muslim 
holy sites.   
 
28.18 The Committee referred to its conclusions on item 1 of the complainant's appeal 
concerning whether it was necessary to mention steps taken by Arab or Palestinian 
authorities or groups to strengthen their claims to Jerusalem and even to destroy 
evidence supporting Jewish claims. The Committee referred to the email exchange which 
the complainant had provided with a representative of Elad, Mr Spielman, who was 
interviewed in the programme and the allegations Mr Spielman made about the 
programme. The Committee acknowledged that the reasoning for its decision on the 
January 2011 Appeal in relation to the programme's treatment of history and archaeology 
included an extract from an interview with Mr Spielman. In its finding on the January 
2011 Appeal, the Committee concluded that "for a half hour programme, a Jewish 
perspective on archaeology had been adequately represented in the interview with Mr 
Spielman" (page 33 of the Bulletin). 
 
28.19 However, the Committee noted that the email from Mr Spielman was in response 
to an email from the complainant which mainly focussed on item 13 of his appeal 
concerning the description of Elad as an "exclusionary settler organisation". Further, in 
the email, Mr Spielman's comments primarily concern Elad's relationship with its Arab 
neighbours. In the email, Mr Spielman did not mention Arab exclusion of Jews and 
Christians from holy sites or Arab destruction of Jewish sites and the extracts from Mr 
Spielman's interview which were included in the programme did not address this issue.  
 
28.20 The Committee took the view that it is clear from the programme as a whole that 
most Panorama viewers would not have been misled in the way that the complainant 
suggests. The Committee referred to its comment in the finding on the January 2011 
Appeal that "it would almost always be possible for those with strong feelings and a 
particular perspective on the dispute to take issue with the detail of any report on this 
subject. However, the Committee further noted that it was bound to consider the 
programme as the generality of Panorama viewers might have done" (page 35 of the 
Bulletin). The Committee concluded that there is no reasonable prospect that Jane 
Corbin's statement breached the Editorial Guidelines by implying that there were 
reasonable grounds for the suspicion, by not including a clarification that there was no 
such plan and without mentioning Arab exclusion of Jews and Christians from holy sites or 
Arab destruction of Jewish sites. 
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28.21 In relation to the complaint that the ECU failed to address the lack of impartiality 
in not clarifying that there is no plan for a Jewish takeover of Muslim holy sites, the 
Committee referred to the Head of Editorial Standards' view that the ECU had considered 
that aspect of the complaint. The ECU concluded that Jane Corbin made it clear that she 
was reflecting the concerns of Arabs regarding a Jewish takeover of Muslim holy sites. 
The Head of Editorial Standards concluded that it was not necessary to include the 
additional information the complainant requested. The complainant also said that the ECU 
did not address his point that the programme did not mention concerns of exclusion from 
Jewish holy sites. The Committee noted that it had decided that there was no reasonable 
prospect of it concluding that the programme had breached the Editorial Guidelines in 
relation to item 20 of the complainant's appeal. In the circumstances, the Committee 
decided that it would not be cost effective and proportionate to consider on appeal the 
complainant's concerns about whether the ECU addressed aspects of item 20 of his 
complaint.  For those reasons, the Committee concluded that this aspect of the 
complainant's appeal does not raise a matter of substance.  
 
29. Item 21: Ms Corbin's statement that: "Last autumn Palestinians rioted 
after rumours spread that Israelis were coming to pray on the compound 
surrounding the holy mosques.  The Israelis say some Palestinians were 
exploiting the recent tensions caused by the evictions and demolitions in East 
Jerusalem" was biased and misleading. 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
29.1 The complainant said that Ms Corbin blamed Jews for provoking recent riots on 
the Temple Mount by carrying out demolitions and evictions in East Jerusalem. However, 
it is not true that Israelis in general said that the riots resulted from Palestinians exploiting 
tensions caused by evictions and demolitions. The riots, in fact, resulted from a false 
rumour that some Jews were intending to pray on the Temple Mount together with the 
Muslims' intolerance of anyone other than a Muslim praying on the site. 
 
29.2 The complainant said that an accurate and impartial report would not have blamed 
Jews for the riots and would have explained that the Temple Mount contains the most 
holy place of all for Jews and that, from time to time, Arabs riot on the Temple Mount and 
throw rocks onto Jews praying at the Western Wall below for no good reason. 
 
29.3 The complainant said that the ECU's analysis of this item appears to have been 
based on an inaccurate transcript.  Also, contrary to the ECU's supposition, Ms Corbin 
referred to an alleged Israeli concern about the consequences of evictions and 
demolitions, rather than an Arab concern. The complainant considers that point is 
material because viewers would attach more credence on the basis that if even the 
Israelis say that they are causing riots, this must be true.  
 
29.4 The complainant said that the ECU also misinterpreted the BBC's obligations in 
considering that it was duly impartial to refer to a view that the riots were attributable to 
tensions caused by evictions and demolitions without providing a sufficient statement of 
the alternative view. While the programme did include an excerpt from an interview of Mr 
Shomer, in which he explained that the riots resulted from a false rumour that Jews were 
intending to pray on the Temple Mount, this would have had little meaning to most of the 
audience in the absence of an explanation that Muslims do not tolerate anyone other than 
a Muslim praying anywhere on the Temple Mount. The complainant said that the excerpt 
did not address the allegation that Palestinians were exploiting tensions caused by 
evictions and demolitions: either this was not put to Mr Shomer or his answer was edited 
out. 
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29.5 The complainant said that the ECU also dealt with this item unfairly in reaching a 
conclusion based on new points without giving him an opportunity to address them. 
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
29.6 The Head of Editorial Standards said that Ms Corbin asked Mr Shomer who was 
behind the recent violence and he replied that it was an "Extremist Muslim movement, 
which convinced the people over here that there is some kind of Jewish group to come 
here and pray inside the mosque or something like that, something that can't happen 
over here". Although the Committee's finding in the January 2011 Appeal did not 
specifically state whether the programme gave the impression that the riots were 
provoked by evictions and demolitions, the Committee did conclude in its finding that 
violence had not been treated in a one-sided way, and decided that the programme had 
been duly impartial (page 34-35 of the Bulletin). The Head of Editorial Standards said that 
the Committee's finding on this issue was based on an accurate extract from the 
transcript.  
 
29.7 The Head of Editorial Standards agreed with the ECU's conclusion that it was not 
necessary to include the additional information suggested by the complainant.   The Head 
of Editorial Standards accepted that the ECU included a slightly inaccurate reference in its 
decision.  
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
29.8 The complainant said that the Committee did not consider in the January 2011 
Appeal the points he made that it was misleading and biased for the programme to blame 
the Muslim riots on Israeli evictions and demolitions.  
 
29.9 The complainant said that it is unfair and wrong to reject his complaint without 
considering the material presented by him in his complaint (i.e. his analysis of the Qareen 
incident). 
 
29.10 The complainant said that the Head of Editorial Standards misinterpreted his point 
regarding the inclusion in the programme of an excerpt from an interview of Ofer Shomer. 
The complainant said that his point was that this did not rectify the inaccuracy and bias of 
the presenter's statement blaming Israeli evictions and demolitions for the Muslim riots, 
since (i) the excerpt did not address this allegation at all and (ii) the reference in the 
excerpt to the riots resulting from a false rumour that Jews were intending to pray on the 
Temple Mount would have had little meaning to viewers without an explanation of the 
context (that Muslims do not tolerate anyone other than a Muslim praying anywhere on 
the Temple Mount).  
 
29.11 The complainant said that the Head of Editorial Standards was also wrong to 
dismiss the complaint about the unfairness of the ECU relying on new points to reject his 
complaint without giving him an opportunity to comment. He considers that this, in itself, 
is a matter of substance.  
 
The Committee's decision  
 
29.12 The Committee referred to its conclusions in its finding on the January 2011 
Appeal concerning the programme's portrayal of violence.  
 
29.13 The Committee noted that this aspect of the complainant's appeal concerns the 
extracts from the interview with Ofer Shomer which are included in the programme. In 
the programme, Jane Corbin said "Ofer Shomer has one of the hardest police jobs in the 
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world, making sure Jews and Muslims can pray in peace…Last autumn Palestinians rioted 
after rumours spread that Israelis were coming to pray on the compound surrounding the 
hold mosques. The Israelis say some Palestinians were exploiting the recent tensions 
caused by the evictions and demolitions in East Jerusalem. And a few weeks ago we saw 
violence here in this area. Who was behind it". Ofer Shomer said "Extremist Muslim 
movement, which convinced people over here that there is some kind of Jewish group's 
intention to come here and pray inside the mosque or something like that, something that 
can't happen over here. And of course, it's just from…it's just cheap propaganda".  
 
29.14 The Committee referred to the complainant's comments in relation to item 19 
(concerning the coverage of the Qareen incident); his comment that the excerpt of the 
interview with Ofer Shomer did not address the allegation that the Israelis provoked the 
riots; and his comment that reference to riots resulting from a false rumour would have 
meant little to viewers without an explanation that Muslims do not tolerate anyone other 
than a Muslim praying on Temple Mount. 
 
29.15 The Committee noted that the extract from the interview with Ofer Shomer made 
it clear that the riots resulted from a rumour that Jews were intending to pray on Temple 
Mount, which was not something that could happen. Therefore, the Committee concluded 
that the complaint that the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to 
item 21 does not have a reasonable prospect of success and does not raise a matter of 
substance.  
 
29.16 The Committee acknowledged that the ECU's decision did include a slightly 
inaccurate reference. However, the Committee noted that it had considered the 
admissibility of the complaint that the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in 
relation to item 21 and had decided that it does not have a reasonable prospect of 
success. In the circumstances, the Committee considered that it would not be cost 
effective and proportionate to take this issue further (concerning the complaint that the 
ECU's analysis was based on an inaccurate transcript). The Committee decided that this 
aspect of the complainant's appeal does not raise a matter of substance. 
 
29.17 The complainant considers that the ECU misinterpreted the Editorial Guidelines by 
considering that it was duly impartial to refer to a view that the riots were attributable to 
tensions caused by evictions and demolitions without providing a sufficient statement of 
the alternative view. The Committee noted that this aspect of the complainant's appeal 
appears to be based on the fact that he does not agree with the ECU's conclusion. The 
Committee noted that there was no reasonable prospect of it deciding that the 
programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in relation to item 21 of the complainant's 
appeal. Also, the Committee noted that the ECU's decision was based on the 2005 version 
of the Editorial Guidelines, which only apply to programmes broadcast before 18 October 
2010.  Therefore, a decision of the Committee concerning the ECU's interpretation of the 
2005 version of the Editorial Guidelines in relation to this complaint would have no 
practical application to programmes broadcast from 18 October 2010. As a result, it would 
not be cost effective or proportionate to consider the ECU's interpretation of the 2005 
version of the Editorial Guidelines on appeal. For those reasons, the Committee decided 
that this aspect of the complainant's appeal concerning the ECU's interpretation of the 
Editorial Guidelines does not raise a matter of substance. 
 
29.18 In relation to the complainant's concern that the ECU reached its decision based 
on new points without giving him an opportunity to address them, the Committee noted 
that it is not clear what new points the complainant referred to (although, he may have 
been referring to a statement made in the programme and a press article, which are 
referred to in the ECU decision).  The Committee took the view that if the ECU discussed 
the complainant's concerns with programme makers and carried out some additional 
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investigations, this does not necessarily mean that the ECU relied on new information 
when reaching its decision. Further, the complainant had opportunities to comment on 
the ECU decision in his appeal and in his analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' 
decision.  Therefore, any unfairness which might have been caused to the complainant if 
the ECU did rely on any new information when reaching its decision on item 21 would 
have been effectively remedied at stage 3 of the complaints process as the complainant 
had opportunities to comment on the ECU's decision and the Head of Editorial Standards' 
decision before the Committee considered the admissibility of his appeal. In addition, the 
Committee noted that the Complaints Framework is being reviewed and one of the 
proposals consulted on was that the ECU would inform a complainant of its decision, 
explaining its reasons and invite the complainant to make representations on the finding it 
is minded to make, which the ECU would take into account before finalising its decision. 
As a result, if this proposal is adopted by the BBC Trust, the amended Complaints 
Framework would address the complainant's concern about the ECU's procedure going 
forward. For all of the above reasons, the Committee decided that it would not be 
appropriate, cost effective and proportionate to consider on appeal whether the ECU 
acted unfairly in this regard and the Committee concluded that this aspect of the 
complainant's appeal ought not to proceed. 
 
30. Item 22: Ms Corbin expressed her personal view that Israel's security 
barrier left Palestinians in East Jerusalem stranded "on the wrong side" was 
biased and misleading because Ms Corbin did not also mention the alternative 
viewpoint that some Palestinians would prefer to remain resident in Israel and 
would, therefore, consider themselves to be on the right side of the barrier. 
 
Summary of issues raised by the complainant 
 
30.1 The complainant considers that he was not given an opportunity to address the 
new point which the ECU based its decision on, i.e. the premise that it was reasonable for 
Jane Corbin to conclude that the majority of Palestinians currently living in East Jerusalem 
would regard living in Israel, rather than a Palestinian state, as an unacceptable outcome. 
The complainant said that this conclusion is unsubstantiated and in breach of the 
requirement to avoid unfounded speculation. 
 
30.2 The complainant said that in his view, Ms Corbin's conclusion was plainly wrong 
and the complainant cited answers from a Pechter Mid East poll of 1039 East Jerusalem 
Palestinians in November 2010 to support his view.  
 
Summary of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
 
30.3 The Head of Editorial Standards said that Ms Corbin's conclusion was based on her 
professional judgment rather than her personal opinion, and it was reasonable for her to 
reach this conclusion. The Head of Editorial Standards explained that the programme 
makers are not required to include every aspect of an issue to comply with the Editorial 
Guidelines. It is the programme maker's editorial judgment as to what they should or 
should not include in a programme, provided that the programme complies with the BBC's 
Editorial Guidelines. 
 
30.4 In relation to the complaint that the ECU acted unfairly by relying on a new 
premise without giving the complainant the opportunity to address it, the Head of 
Editorial Standards said that it is part of the ECU's function to assess whether it was 
reasonable for Jane Corbin to reach the conclusion which is at issue in item 22.  
 
Summary of the complainant's analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision 
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30.5 The complainant said that the BBC has not provided any evidence to substantiate 
Jane Corbin's view and the evidence which he submitted shows it is wrong. The 
complainant said that the BBC cannot avoid its obligation of due accuracy by claiming that 
an inaccurate statement is a professional judgment. Moreover, a statement which is 
unsubstantiated or inadequately substantiated is not a professional judgment, but a 
personal view. 
 
30.6 The complainant said that the expression of a personal view by a BBC presenter in 
a news or current affairs programme is incompatible with the BBC's obligation of 
impartiality in any circumstances, as the Editorial Guidelines make clear; and the inclusion 
of any other personal view must be fairly balanced with an alternative view or views to 
achieve due impartiality. Furthermore, contrary to the position taken by the Head of 
Editorial Standards, the obligation of due impartiality requires reasonable balance on any 
subject which is covered. The complainant said that the Head of Editorial Standards' 
decision in respect of this item is therefore based on an erroneous interpretation of the 
BBC's obligations. 
 
30.7 The complainant said that the Head of Editorial Standards was also wrong to 
dismiss the complaint about the unfairness of the ECU relying on new points to reject his 
complaint without giving him an opportunity to comment. The complainant said that this, 
in itself, is a matter of substance. 
 
The Committee's decision 
 
30.8 The Committee noted that item 22 of the complainant's appeal concerns the 
following segment of the programme which included comments made by Jane Corbin: 
 
"My walk had shown how Israel is strengthening its control over East Jerusalem in the Old 
City and Holy Basin. But there is another ring of larger Israeli settlements in the wider 
municipal area and beyond.  
 
Then there’s the wall – the proposed route of Israel’s separation barrier suggests the 
strategy is to bring all these settlements into Israel. That would leave the Palestinians in 
East Jerusalem stranded on the wrong side of the Wall.  
 
The Wall effectively cuts off more than a quarter of a million Palestinians in East 
Jerusalem and most people here – on both sides – believe that this separation barrier will 
become the border between Israel and Palestine. That would mean that East Jerusalem 
could never become the capital of a Palestinian state".  
 
30.9 The Committee referred to the complainant's opinion that Jane Corbin's statement 
about Palestinians being "stranded on the wrong side of the Wall" was unsubstantiated 
and that the complainant pointed to opinion poll information to support his argument that 
Jane Corbin's conclusion was wrong. The Committee also referred to the Head of Editorial 
Standards' view that Jane Corbin's conclusion was based on her professional judgment 
and it was reasonable for her to reach that conclusion. The complainant responded by 
saying that Jane Corbin's conclusion was inaccurate and was based on her personal rather 
than professional opinion, which is incompatible with the Editorial Guidelines on 
impartiality. Further, the complainant said that the obligation of due impartiality requires 
reasonable balance on any subject which is covered. 
 
30.10 The Committee referred to its comment in the finding on the January 2011 Appeal 
that "it would almost always be possible for those with strong feelings and a particular 
perspective on the dispute to take issue with the detail of any report on this subject. 
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However, the Committee further noted that it was bound to consider the programme as 
the generality of Panorama viewers might have done" (page 35 of the Bulletin). 
 
30.11 The Committee agreed with the Head of Editorial Standards that Jane Corbin's 
statement about the proposed route of Israel's separation barrier was based on her 
professional judgment rather than her personal opinion. The Committee concluded that 
Panorama viewers in general would have understood Jane Corbin's statement about 
Palestinians being "stranded on the wrong side of the Wall" to mean that those 
Palestinians would not be part of a Palestinian state which may be created in the future. 
The Committee acknowledged that some Arab Israelis may prefer to remain resident in 
Israel rather than move to become part of a Palestinian state. However, the Committee 
agreed that did not mean that Jane Corbin's statement was unsubstantiated or that there 
was a reasonable prospect of it concluding that the statement breached the Editorial 
Guidelines on accuracy or impartiality. The Committee considered that it was self evident 
that nationhood and religion was at the heart of the dispute over Jerusalem and even 
those Palestinians who would prefer to remain in East Jerusalem in the event that it 
became the agreed capital of an Israeli state would be living outside the borders of a 
Palestine to which they owed an allegiance, which would not have East Jerusalem as its 
capital, and thus would be on the ‘wrong’ side of the wall.  The Committee also referred 
to its comments in paragraphs [8.5 - 8.10] above in relation to the interpretation of the 
Editorial Guidelines. The Committee took the view that the programme makers had 
decided what subject to focus on and had signposted that to the audience in the pre title 
and post title sequences. It was not practicable or possible to include every view, every 
variation of a view and every fact on a subject in a programme. The Committee decided 
that there was no reasonable prospect of it concluding that it was necessary to provide an 
alternative view to Jane Corbin’s comment, based on her professional view, that a wall 
based on the separation barrier “would leave the Palestinians in East Jerusalem stranded 
on the wrong side of the Wall “.The Committee therefore decided that, while the 
complainant’s perspective supported by the opinion poll was interesting, the argument 
that it needed to be included within the programme in order to achieve due accuracy and 
impartiality does not raise a matter of substance.  The Committee decided that there was 
no reasonable prospect of it concluding that the programme breached the Editorial 
Guidelines by not expressing the view that some Palestinians would prefer to be remain 
resident in Israel.  
 
30.12 The complainant said that the ECU acted unfairly by reaching its conclusions on 
item 22 of his appeal based on new points without giving him an opportunity to address 
them. The new point which the complainant referred to appears to be that the ECU based 
its decision on the premise that it was reasonable for Jane Corbin to conclude, based on 
the evidence of her journey and the people she had spoken to, that the majority of 
Palestinians currently living in East Jerusalem would regard living in Israel, rather than a 
Palestinian state, as an unacceptable outcome. The Committee noted that the 
complainant had opportunities to comment on the ECU decision in his appeal and in his 
analysis of the Head of Editorial Standards' decision. Therefore, any unfairness which 
might have been caused to the complainant if the ECU did rely on any new information 
when reaching its decision on item 22 would have been effectively remedied at stage 3 of 
the complaints process as the complainant had opportunities to comment on the ECU's 
decision and the Head of Editorial Standards' decision before the Committee considered 
the admissibility of his appeal. In addition, the Committee noted that the Complaints 
Framework is being reviewed and one of the proposals consulted on was that the ECU 
would inform a complainant of its decision, explaining its reasons and invite the 
complainant to make representations on the finding it is minded to make, which the ECU 
would take into account before finalising its decision. As a result, if this proposal is 
adopted by the BBC Trust, the amended Complaints Framework would address the 
complainant's concern about the ECU's procedure going forward. For all of the above 
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reasons, the Committee decided that it would not be appropriate, cost effective and 
proportionate to consider on appeal whether the ECU acted unfairly in this regard and the 
Committee concluded that this aspect of the complainant's appeal ought not to proceed. 
 
30.13 The Committee referred to the complainant's view that the Head of Editorial 
Standards' decision on item 22 was based on a misinterpretation of the Editorial 
Guidelines. The Committee noted that it had agreed with the Head of Editorial Standards 
that Jane Corbin's statement was based on professional opinion rather than personal 
judgment. The Committee referred to the Editorial Guidelines on impartiality which permit 
journalists and presenters to provide professional judgments. The Committee noted its 
comments above in paragraph [30.11]  and concluded that the argument that the Head of 
Editorial Standards misinterpreted the Editorial Guidelines does not have a reasonable 
prospect of success.  
 
31. Conclusion 
 
31.1 The Committee referred to the complainant's view set out above that it is 
necessary to consider the cumulative effect of a series of statements in his appeal, as the 
combined effect may be substantial, even if each statement does not raise a matter of 
substance when considered on its own. The Committee decided that the issues in the 
complainant's appeal were sufficiently standalone so that it is appropriate in this case to 
only consider each individual issue on appeal which raises a matter of substance rather 
than the complainant's appeal as a whole. Therefore, the Committee concluded that it 
would consider on appeal whether the programme breached the Editorial Guidelines in 
relation to items 12(c), 13(a) and 15(d). The Committee agreed that it would, as usual, 
consider each individual issue which was taken on appeal and then consider the overall 
effect of any breaches of the Editorial Guidelines. 
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Decision with regard to elements accepted on appeal 

 
1. Background 
 
The appeal concerned an edition of Panorama in which reporter Jane Corbin investigated 
the tensions between Israelis and Palestinians over the future of East Jerusalem. The BBC 
website described the programme as follows: 
 

“The fight is on for the holiest city in the holy land. The Israelis say Jerusalem 
must never be divided; the Palestinians say the east of the city is theirs and must 
become the capital of a new state. 
Jane Corbin walks through the disputed streets and parks, meeting families thrown 
out of their homes, witnessing bulldozers demolishing houses and goes 
underground to explore tunnels excavated deep below the biblical sites.” 

 
2. The complaint 
 
The complainant asked the Editorial Standards Committee (the “Committee”) to review 
the decision of the Head of Editorial Standards not to proceed with any aspects of his 
complaint. The Committee decided to consider the following three aspects of the 
complaint on appeal (the Committee’s decision on the admissibility of aspects of the 
complainant’s appeal is set out above): 
 

1. The programme displayed a relief map of Jerusalem with a long yellow line 

superimposed. The complainant alleged it was biased and misleading because the 

script implied the line followed the route of the existing or proposed trails or parks, 

thereby greatly exaggerating the extent of the proposed network (item 12(c) of 

the complainant’s appeal).  

2. The programme included an unchallenged allegation by Daniel Seidemann that the 

City of David Foundation (“Elad”) which has the contract to run the archaeological 

site at Silwan is an “exclusionary, settler organisation”. The complainant said that 

Elad is not exclusionary; it publishes findings from all periods and provides 

facilities for people of all faiths and nationalities to see the City of David site. Also, 

although the programme contained clips from an interview with its Executive 

Director it failed to include his response to the allegation (item 13(a) of the 

complainant’s appeal).  

3. The programme included the allegation that a house built by a Jewish group in 

Silwan in violation of planning regulations had not been destroyed whilst 

neighbouring Palestinian homes were being demolished. The complainant said that 

this was a misleading comparison: the Palestinian homes were in an area where all 

building was prohibited, the Israeli building was in violation of planning law 

because it was too high. Each was at different stages of the planning appeal 

process and the programme did not compare like with like (item 15(d) of the 

complainant’s appeal).  

3. Applicable Editorial Standards 
 
A Walk in the Park was broadcast on 18 January 2010, before the new version of the 
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Editorial Guidelines came into force. Therefore, the 2005 version of the Editorial 
Guidelines apply to this appeal. An archived copy of the 2005 version of the Editorial 
Guidelines against which the appeal was considered can be found on the BBC website at 
www.bbc.co.uk/editorialguidelines/news/news-2005-archive 
 
The Committee considered items 12(c), 13(a) and 15(d) of the complainant’s appeal 
against the relevant editorial standards, as set out in the BBC’s Editorial Guidelines. The 
Editorial Guidelines are a statement of the BBC’s values and standards. Some extracts 
from the Editorial Guidelines on accuracy and impartiality are set out below. 
 
Section 1 – The BBC’s Editorial Values  
 
Truth and Accuracy 
…We will weigh all relevant facts and information to get at the truth.  
 
Impartiality and Diversity of Opinion 
We strive to be fair and open minded and reflect all significant strands of opinion by 
exploring the range and conflict of views. We will be objective and even handed in our 
approach to a subject. We will provide professional judgements where appropriate, but 
we will never promote a particular view on controversial matters of public policy, or 
political or industrial controversy. 
 
Section 3 - Accuracy 
…Our output must be well sourced, based on sound evidence, thoroughly tested and 
presented in clear, precise language…  
If an issue is controversial, relevant opinions as well as facts may need to be considered. 
We aim to achieve it by: 

 the accurate gathering of material using first hand sources wherever possible. 

 checking and cross checking the facts. 

 corroborating claims and allegations made by contributors wherever possible. 

MISLEADING AUDIENCES 
We should not distort known facts, present invented material as fact, or knowingly do 
anything to mislead our audiences… 
 
Section 4 - Impartiality 
…The Agreement accompanying the BBC Charter requires us to produce comprehensive, 
authoritative and impartial coverage of news and current affairs in the UK and throughout 
the world to support fair and informed debate. It specifies that we should do all we can to 
treat controversial subjects with due accuracy and impartiality in our news services and 
other programmes dealing with matters of public policy or of political or industrial 
controversy… 
In practice, our commitment to impartiality means: 
… 

 we exercise our editorial freedom to produce content about any subject, at any 

point on the spectrum of debate, as long as there are good editorial reasons for 

doing so. 

 we can explore or report on a specific aspect of an issue or provide an opportunity 

for a single view to be expressed, but in doing so we do not misrepresent 

opposing views. They may also require a right of reply. 

 we must ensure we avoid bias or an imbalance of views on controversial subjects. 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/editorialguidelines/news/news-2005-archive
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… 
 we must rigorously test contributors expressing contentious views during an 

interview whilst giving them a fair chance to set out their full response to our 

questions. 

 we should not automatically assume that academics and journalists from other 

organisations are impartial and make it clear to our audience when contributors 

are associated with a particular viewpoint. 

ACHIEVING IMPARTIALITY 
Impartiality must be adequate and appropriate to our output. Our approach to achieving it 
will therefore vary according to the nature of the subject, the type of output, the likely 
audience expectation and the extent to which the content and approach is signposted. 
Impartiality is described in the Agreement as “due impartiality”. It requires us to be fair 
and open minded when examining the evidence and weighing all the material facts, as 
well as being objective and even handed in our approach to a subject. It does not require 
the representation of every argument or facet of every argument on every occasion or an 
equal division of time for each view. 
 
“CONTROVERSIAL SUBJECTS” 
In the United Kingdom controversial subjects are issues of significance for the whole of 
the country, such as elections, or highly contentious new legislation on the eve of a crucial 
Commons vote, or a UK wide public sector strike. 
In the nations and regions of the UK, controversial subjects are those which have 
considerable impact on the nation or region. They include political or industrial issues or 
events which are the subject of intense debate or relate to a policy under discussion or 
already decided by local government. 
In the global context, some controversial subjects such as national elections or 
referendums will obviously have varying degrees of global significance but will be of great 
sensitivity in the country or region in which they are taking place. We should always 
remember that much of the BBC’s output is now available in most countries across the 
world. 
 
We must ensure a wide range of significant views and perspectives are given due weight 
in the period during which a controversial subject is active. Opinion should be clearly 
distinguished from fact. When the issues involved are highly controversial and/or a 
decisive moment in the controversy is expected we will sometimes need to ensure that all 
of the main views are reflected in our output. This may mean featuring them in a single 
programme, or even a single item. 
 
4. The Committee’s decision 
 
Before considering the detail of the three issues outlined in section 2 above, the 
Committee considered whether A Walk in the Park constituted a controversial subject. 
The Committee concluded that A Walk in the Park, a programme in the global context, 
concerning the tensions between Israelis and Palestinians over the future of East 
Jerusalem, is a controversial subject within the meaning of the Editorial Guidelines. The 
issues in the programme are clearly of great sensitivity in Israel.  
 
The Committee noted that an independent editorial adviser had investigated the issues in 
items 12(c), 13(a) and 15(d) of the complainant’s appeal and had prepared a report for 
the Committee concerning those aspects of the complainant’s appeal.  
The Committee considered each of items 12(c), 13(a) and 15(d) of the complainant’s 
appeal in turn. 
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Point 1 – Regarding the complainant’s allegation that the programme misrepresented the 
extent of the proposed trails and parks network around the Old City of Jerusalem. The 
Committee was asked to consider whether the Editorial Guidelines on accuracy and/or 
impartiality had been breached (item 12(c) of the complainant’s appeal).  
 
The relevant content 
 
The Committee noted the relevant section began 12 minutes from the start of the 
programme when Jane Corbin explained her understanding of the Jerusalem 
municipality’s plans to develop a network of new tourist trails linking historic sites in the 
city.  
 
The Committee noted the relevant section of the programme: 

 
COMMENTARY (visual: long shot of reporter walking downhill on a stone pathway) 
South of the Mount of Olives and on through the Holy Basin I find a valley and a 
network of new paths. This too is all part of Israel’s attempt to extend its hold on 
East Jerusalem. 
 
REPORTER TO CAMERA (visual: on a pathway holding a document) 
We’ve discovered an official plan which shows that the Israeli government is 
strengthening the status of Jerusalem as its capital by creating a broad swathe of 
parks and tourist trails like this one between the old city walls and the Mount of 
Olives. These areas will link the settlements in East Jerusalem and extend Israeli 
control over this part of the city. 
 
COMMENTARY (visual: map of old city of Jerusalem and surrounded with an 
animating yellow dotted line) 
The maps in the Israeli plan show just how extensive those trails and parks in the 
Holy Basin are – they stretch right round East Jerusalem. 

 
The complaint 
 
The Committee noted the complainant’s allegation in his initial letter of complaint to the 
BBC: 

 
“The programme described the establishment of parks and walkways on the East 
side of the ‘Old City’ as part of an official Israeli government plan to link Jewish 
‘settlements’ and to strengthen its hold on East Jerusalem. Waving a document,  
 
Ms Corbin said 
 
‘We’ve discovered an official plan which shows that the Israeli government is 
strengthening the status of Jerusalem as its capital by creating a broad swathe of 
parks and tourist trails like this one between the Old City walls and the Mount of 
Olives. These areas will link the settlements of East Jerusalem and extend Israeli 
control over this part of the city…’ 
 
While Ms Corbin said ‘The maps in the Israeli plan show just how extensive those 
trails and parks in the holy basin are’, the programme displayed a relief map of 
Jerusalem with a long yellow line superimposed. This was biased and misleading 
since the yellow line does not follow the route of the existing or proposed trails or 
parks.” 

 
In its decision dated 19 January 2011, the ECU did not uphold the complaint and 
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commented: 
 

“I should point out that the yellow dotted line was not intended to show the route 
of existing or proposed trails and parks. The line showed the route of Ms Corbin’s 
journey. This was the second time it had been used in the programme and so I 
cannot conclude that viewers would have been misled about what it was intended 
to represent.” 

 
The Committee noted that in the complainant’s letter of appeal to the BBC Trust dated 15 
February 2011 in response to the decision by the Editorial Complaints Unit (ECU) at Stage 
2 of the complaints process not to uphold his complaint, the complainant wrote: 

 
“This was a clear representation that the yellow line showed the path of the trails 
and parks proposed in the plan, contrary to the fact. The programme thereby 
greatly exaggerated the extent of the proposed trails and parks. 
 
The ECU’s suggestion that viewers would not be misled because the same map 
with the yellow line had been shown previously in the programme to illustrate the 
path allegedly taken by Ms Corbin is irrational. In the first place, the previous 
showing was several minutes earlier in the programme; it is unlikely that most 
viewers, seeing the programme on a single occasion, would notice that it was the 
same map. Secondly, even if viewers did connect the two, there is no 
inconsistency between the path being the route of Ms Corbin’s alleged walking 
tour and the route of the trails and parks proposed in the Israeli plan. There was 
nothing to disabuse viewers of the clear representation that the yellow line on the 
map showed ‘just how extensive those trails and parks in the Holy Basin’ are.” 

 
The Head of Editorial Standards decided not to proceed with item 12(c) of the 
complainant’s appeal. The Head of Editorial Standards commented that: 

 
“The ECU concluded that the line on the map set out Jane Corbin’s journey ... that 
this was the second time the map had been shown in the programme and 
therefore viewers would not have been misled. Further, viewers would have 
understood from the images of Jane Corbin walking that the map set out Jane 
Corbin’s journey. I do not consider that there is a reasonable prospect that the ESC 
would conclude that the viewer: would have formed the impression that the yellow 
line on the map showed the route of the existing or proposed trails and parks; and 
would have formed a misleading impression of the scale of the trails and parks.” 

 
The Committee noted the following question, which was posed by the editorial adviser to 
the programme makers regarding the allegation that the programme “greatly exaggerated 
the extent of the proposed trails and parks”: 

 
“I have come across a copy of Peace Now’s interpretation of the government’s 
development plan for Jerusalem, which can be found at 
http://peacenow.org.il/eng/content/government%E2%80%99s-plans-deepen-
hold-over-jerusalem. Could the programme confirm whether the map that is in 
that document in their view depicts the ‘broad swathe of parks and tourist trails’ 
referred to in the script.”  

 
The Committee noted the reporter’s response to the editorial adviser’s question: 
 

“The Peace Now interpretation of the government report in question is accurate as 
is the map and description of the areas involved which indeed represent a broad 
swathe of parks and tourist trails. They cover: Mount Scopus slopes, Valley of 

http://peacenow.org.il/eng/content/government%E2%80%99s-plans-deepen-hold-over-jerusalem
http://peacenow.org.il/eng/content/government%E2%80%99s-plans-deepen-hold-over-jerusalem
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Tzurim, Salient of Kidron, Kings Valley north, Mount of Olives ridge promenade, 
Kings Valley centre, Valley of Hinom, the encircling path on the old city walls.  
The graphic map on the screen represented my walk around East Jerusalem and 
where I had got to by this stage of the programme and was clearly stated as such 
in the script. The government report, as was also made clear in the script, was 
about the extent of the trails and networks – a broad swathe. They were two 
different things and I do not consider this misleading.”  

 
The Committee noted that the focus of the allegation is this line of commentary: 

 
“The maps in the Israeli plan show just how extensive those trails and parks in the 
Holy Basin are – they stretch right round East Jerusalem.”  

 
The Committee noted that the accompanying visual did not depict the maps in the Israeli 
plan which Jane Corbin was holding in her earlier piece to camera, but instead was a 
graphical representation of the old city of Jerusalem with an animating yellow line on the 
screen. 
 
The Committee noted the animating yellow line was used six minutes earlier, where the 
reporter described her progress from Sheikh Jarrah through the Holy Basin to the Mount 
of Olives. 
 
The Committee referred to the map located by the editorial adviser on the Peace Now 
website5 which the programme makers said was an accurate representation of the extent 
of the parks and tourist trails indicated by the reporter in her commentary. The Committee 
also referred to a second map on the City of David tourist website which appeared to 
cover a similar land mass to the Peace Now map. 
The Committee referred to English translations of the labels in the Peace Now map when 
considering the extent to which the areas shown in the map alongside the reporter’s 
commentary corresponded to the proposed parks network, referred to in the script as the 
“broad swathe of parks and tourist trails”.  
The Committee referred to the following section of the programme:  
 

COMMENTARY (visual: long shot of reporter walking downhill on a stone pathway) 
South of the Mount of Olives and on through the Holy Basin I find a valley and a 
network of new paths. This too is all a part of Israel’s attempt to extend its hold 
on East Jerusalem 
 
REPORTER TO CAMERA (visual: on a pathway holding a document) 
We’ve discovered an official plan which shows that the Israeli government is 
strengthening the status of Jerusalem as its capital by creating a broad swathe of 
parks and tourist trails like this one between the old city walls and the Mount of 
Olives. These areas will link the settlements in East Jerusalem and extend Israeli 
control over this part of the city. 
 
COMMENTARY (visual: map of old city of Jerusalem and surrounded with 
animating yellow dotted line) 
The maps in the Israeli plan show just how extensive those trails and parks in the 
Holy Basin are – they stretch right round east Jerusalem. 

 

                                                
5 from www.peacenow.org.il , described as “the map of Jerusalem’s open spaces from a Jerusalem Development Authority 

update document” 

 

http://www.peacenow.org.il/
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The Committee concluded that the animating yellow line on the map represented Jane 
Corbin’s walking route. The style of the map and the yellow line motif representing the 
reporter’s route had been used earlier in the programme and there was a reasonable 
expectation that viewers would know this is what they were looking at without needing 
for it to be explicitly spelt out again in the script. The Committee’s view on this was 
reinforced by the fact that the two images immediately preceding the map depict the 
reporter either walking or on a path. 
The Committee then considered whether the animating yellow line on the map misled the 
audience because it  

 
… greatly exaggerate(d) the extent of the proposed trails and parks”. 

 
The Committee noted that the viewer would not need to rely on visual interpretation 
alone to form an impression of the scale of the proposed trails network and parks. The 
extent of the trails and parks is also described in the script, which states that they stretch 
right around East Jerusalem. Referring to the Peace Now map with the English 
translations, the Committee noted that Jane Corbin’s walking route as depicted in the 
animating yellow line on the screen at the point in the script set out above appears to 
traverse and is wholly contained within the areas shown in the Peace Now map as 
representing the Jerusalem municipality’s proposed tourist trails and parks. The 
Committee was of the view that a single line is not easily confused with a network of trails 
but that even if the viewer had formed the impression that the animating yellow line on 
the map represented the route of the proposed trails and parks network rather than the 
reporter’s walking route, the fact that it was contained within the area to be covered by 
the proposed parks suggested that the viewer would not have been left with a “greatly 
exaggerated” impression of the extent of the proposed trails and parks. 
 
Accordingly, the Committee found that the section was not misleading and was duly 
accurate. The Committee also found that the programme was duly impartial in this regard. 
The complainant’s allegation was not upheld. 
 
Point 2 – Regarding the allegation that the programme included an allegation that the City 
of David Foundation (Elad) which has the contract to run the archaeological site at Silwan 
is an “exclusionary, settler organisation” without any challenge by the interviewer or 
response by Elad. The Committee was asked to consider whether there had been a 
breach of the Editorial Guidelines on accuracy or impartiality (item 13(a)). 
 
The complaint  
 
The Committee noted the assertions referred to by the complainant were made by an 
Israeli lawyer, Daniel Seidemann, who was a contributor to the programme.  
The Committee noted how Mr Seidemann was first introduced: 
 

COMMENTARY: 
I’d come here to meet an Israeli lawyer who says his government is determined to 
prevent the Palestinians from making East Jerusalem their capital 
 
DANIEL SEIDEMANN: 
What this is about is creating facts on the ground. Implanting ideologically 
motivated Israeli settlers in existing Palestinian neighbourhoods… Palestinians on 
the other hand are not allowed to return to the homes that they abandoned in 
1948. 
 
In order to understand the significance of this you have to go back to childhood 
and pretend you are looking at a colouring book and connect the dots. Sheikh 
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Jarrah and the settlement activities there are linked to the settlement activities 
here on the Mount of Olives.  
 
So you have the territorial encirclement of the old city by messianically motivated 
settlers with a rather exclusionary vision. 
 

The Committee noted how Mr Seidemann explained his view of an Israeli government 
plan to further cement Jewish claims in Palestinian areas. 

 
SEIDEMANN: 
Regrettably in recent years the Israeli government has been engaged in a project 
to incorporate this area into Israel in ways that no Israeli government has done in 
the past largely by turning over the most important archaeological religious 
national sites in this area to exclusionary settler organisations. I consider that to 
be an act of colossal irresponsibility. 

 
The Committee noted that while Daniel Seidemann referred to “exclusionary settler 
organisations” and “settlers with a rather exclusionary vision”, Elad is not mentioned by 
name by Mr Seidemann. The Committee noted the first specific mention in the 
programme of Elad is in an exchange between Jane Corbin and a Palestinian activist who 
claimed Elad had acquired a property owned by his family fraudulently (the commentary 
contains Elad’s response “Elad say they purchased it legally”). 

 
COMMENTARY:  
Jawad’s been fighting for years in the courts over a family property he claims Elad 
acquired using forged documents. Elad say they purchased it legally.  

 
The Committee noted next how the programme presented Elad in the sequence in which 
Jane Corbin interviewed its Executive Director, Doron Spielman. 

 
COMMENTARY: 
Beneath Silwan tunnels are spreading. This is an archaeological site run by the 
settler group Elad. They’re accused of undermining the Palestinians, by digging 
under their houses and by emphasising that it’s Jews who have lived here for 
thousands of years. 
 
SPIELMAN: 
You close your eyes and you sit on one of these stones, you walk through this 
place of the Bible and you literally see the people from the Bible jumping out the 
pages at you. 
 
COMMENTARY: 
Doron Spielman from Elad took me round the City of David as this part of Silwan is 
now called. This site is one of Israel’s major tourist attractions. Israeli soldiers are 
brought here to learn about Jewish history and what they’re fighting for. 
 
SPIELMAN: 
Basically this is a goldmine. Here you have an archaeological site which is 14 acres 
in size which is the cornerstone of archaeology of the Bible throughout the world. 
This year let’s say about half a million people come. 
 
COMMENTARY: 
The Israeli government’s been criticised for handing the running of a sensitive 
national site to a settler organisation with its own agenda and a selective view of 
history. 
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REPORTER: 
But do you understand the Palestinians when they say you are erasing their history 
and that you are putting Jewish history before theirs, they feel very sensitive 
about this? 
 
SPIELMAN: 
If there is anything Palestinian. The Palestinians are a nation that was created let’s 
say 60 years ago 
 
REPORTER: 
Arabs then… Muslims 
 
SPIELMAN: 
Arabs? Arab history? There is no Arab history here. Anything that has been found 
is publicised. 
 
COMMENTARY: 
Elad underwrites the City of David with half a million dollars a year. Donations 
come from all over the world. All part of Israel’s drive to lay claim to the whole of 
Jerusalem. 
 
SPIELMAN: 
Israel is the sovereign entity. I am a member of this country and I am very very 
proud of this country. If my actions, the actions of our organisation, are able to 
enable more Jewish people to live here, more archaeology to come here and 
celebrate Jewish history in this area I don’t believe this has to be done at the 
expense of anybody, then I would be very proud to do so. 

 
The Committee noted the complainant’s assertion: that the allegation that Elad is 
exclusionary should have been challenged, and not to do so was biased and misleading. 
The BBC’s obligation of impartiality “cannot be avoided by quoting the view of one 
individual or group on a particular subject without also including significant alternative 
views”.  
 
The Committee noted the email correspondence between the complainant and Mr 
Spielman, which the complainant had included in his submission. It noted the comments 
made by Mr Spielman in which he addresses a question from the complainant referring to 
the charges that his organisation is exclusionary: 

 
“While we do seek to establish a Jewish Community in the City of David, we seek 
excellent relations with our Arab neighbours. As an organization we have gone out 
of our way to encourage Arabs from the local villages to work at the site... It is not 
realistic that the Arabs or the Jews will be the exclusive residents of this area as 
we can see around us. We need to live together in the current reality.”  

 
The Committee noted too that in the email Mr Spielman stated he did his best to answer 
all the points that were put to him by Panorama and that the programme had excluded 
his “solid” answers. The Committee noted the assertion in Mr Spielman’s email to the 
complainant that his answer addressing the specific allegation that his organisation is 
exclusionary was cut out and the complainant’s assertion that the answer which was 
included “appears to have been selected in order to avoid any clear contradiction of Mr 
Seidemann’s allegation”. 
 
The Committee noted the ECU finding:  
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“I do not believe that his (Daniel Seidemann’s) description of Elad required a direct 
challenge or a specific point of reply, since viewers would have understood that he 
was speaking from the perspective of someone openly opposed to the 
organisation’s aims and actions. 
The programme went on to include a lengthy contribution from Doron Spielman of 
Elad during which he explained the aims of the organisation, thereby providing the 
appropriate balance.” 

 
The Committee noted the grounds on which the complainant rejected the ECU’s decision: 
that in his view the introduction to Mr Seidemann referred to his views on the Israeli 
government and not his views on any organisation. The Committee noted the 
complainant’s assertion that the programme should have noted that Mr Seidemann was 
engaged in litigation against Elad at the time of his interview; that he objected to the 
ECU’s description of Mr Spielman’s contribution as lengthy; and that Mr Spielman’s 
contribution did not provide the appropriate balance as it did not explain Elad’s aims nor 
did it address the allegation that the City of David Foundation is an “exclusionary settler 
organisation”.  
 
The Committee referred to the Head of Editorial Standards’ decision not to proceed with 
the complainant’s appeal. The Committee noted that the Head of Editorial Standards 
agreed with the ECU that Mr Spielman’s comments, for example the statement, “If my 
actions, if the actions of our organisation are able to enable more Jewish people to live 
here, more archaeology to come here and celebrate Jewish history in this area…. I don’t 
believe this has to be done at the expense of anybody, then I would be very proud to do 
so“, provided the appropriate balance. Also, the Head of Editorial Standards agreed with 
the ECU that the audience would have been well aware of Mr Seidemann’s point of view, 
for example Mr Seidemann was introduced as “an Israeli lawyer who says his government 
is determined to prevent the Palestinians from making East Jerusalem their capital” and 
he criticised “implanting ideologically motivated Israeli settlers in existing Palestinian 
neighbourhoods”. The Head of Editorial Standards also considered that it was not 
necessary for the programme to explain that Mr Seidemann’s organisation was engaged in 
litigation against Elad or to include all comments made by Mr Spielman.  
 
The Committee noted the terms in which the editorial adviser invited the programme 
makers to respond to the appeal. The editorial adviser directly quoted the complainant’s 
allegation that “it was biased and misleading” for the programme to include the allegation 
that Elad is an “exclusionary settler organisation” without any challenge or any response 
from Elad. The editorial adviser put the following question to the programme: 
  

“I am aware that there is an exchange between Jane Corbin and Doron Spielman 
in which she invites him to respond on the question of whether the excavations 
are erasing Palestinian/Arab history. The complainant maintains this doesn’t 
address the allegation made by Mr Seidemann. 
What further inquiries/research did the programme undertake to ensure the due 
accuracy of the assertion and which might demonstrate the programme had 
fulfilled the guideline requirement for corroboration? Can the programme for 
example supply any documentary evidence of Elad’s ‘exclusionary’ stance?” 

 
The Committee noted Jane Corbin’s response: 
 

“The question and answer referred to in my interview clearly showed the 
exclusionary nature of Elad in wishing to discount Palestinian/Arab history in the 
area. I therefore clearly put it to Elad that they were excluding Palestinians in this 
way – a reflection of what Seideman [sic] had alleged.  
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I also satisfied myself as to other examples of Elad’s actions in research. A UN 
specialist on this issue in East Jerusalem and a representative from the US 
Administration as well as from a European embassy referred me to Ir-Amim, an 
organisation they widely respected as conducting accurate investigations in this 
area. They use its work in their own reports and demarches on the situation in 
East Jerusalem. I am sending by separate email one of the Ir-Amim lengthy 
reports which details (amongst other things) Elad’s activities in Silwan. Note that 
although Danny Seideman’s [sic] name is mentioned as a legal advisor he was no 
longer involved with Ir-Amim when we interviewed him for this programme.  
In addition one of the directors of Elad, Adi Mintz told Ha’aretz the Israeli 
newspaper that they had made a ‘significant achievement’ in taking over assets in 
A Tur and Silwan. The goal of Elad is clear says Mintz ‘to get a foothold in EJ and 
create an irreversible situation in the Holy Basin round the Old City’”. 

 
The Committee noted that Mr Seidemann’s name is not on the Ir-Amim website as a 
board member and on January 1 2010 (shortly before the programme was broadcast) he 
set up a new NGO called Terrestrial Jerusalem. 
 
Email from Mr Spielman to the complainant 
 
The Committee referred to the correspondence between Mr Spielman and the 
complainant, which is mentioned above. The correspondence contains allegations that the 
programme had excluded Mr Spielman’s “solid answers” and had not included a specific 
response to the assertion that Elad is exclusionary. The Committee noted that the editorial 
adviser investigated the complaint in item 13(a) of the complainant’s appeal; however, the 
editorial adviser did not find any evidence to support an assertion that the programme 
included Mr Spielman’s comments out of context or that the programme included 
responses which did not accurately reflect what Mr Spielman said in the interview. A 
summary of some aspects of the editorial adviser’s investigation is set out below. 
 
The Committee noted that the key question is whether what was broadcast was duly 
accurate and duly impartial.  
 
The Committee noted that the editorial adviser was unable to view the rushes of the 
interview with Mr Spielman as they had been mislaid, but that the programme was able to 
supply a rough transcript which it said had been made shortly after the interview. The 
Committee noted that the editorial adviser had also received a copy of the notes taken by 
another independent editorial adviser (EA2) who had viewed the unedited rushes of Mr 
Spielman’s interview in April 2011 for a previous appeal regarding the same programme 
before the rushes had been lost.  
 
The Committee noted that EA2 had told the editorial adviser that the rough transcript of 
the interview with Mr Spielman, which the programme supplied to the editorial adviser, 
appeared to be a transcript of the interview she had seen when she viewed the unedited 
rushes of Mr Spielman’s interview. The editorial adviser attempted to verify this by 
comparing the rough transcript of the interview provided by the programme makers and 
EA2’s notes of the unedited rushes of the interview. The editorial adviser was reasonably 
confident that the rough transcript provided by the programme and EA2’s notes were 
records of the same interview. 
 
The Committee noted that EA2’s record of her viewing comprised six handwritten pages of 
notes she took at the time and was not a verbatim transcript. Also, the rough transcript of 
the interview with Mr Spielman provided by the programme was not a complete, verbatim 
record of the interview. Therefore it was not possible to establish precisely how Jane 
Corbin framed her questions on each occasion.  
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The Committee noted that the editorial adviser did not see in either the rough transcript 
of the interview provided by the programme makers or the notes of EA2’s viewing any 
indication that the specific allegation (that Elad was exclusionary) was put to Mr 
Spielman. The Committee noted that it was a 47 minute interview and that for the most 
part questions appeared to have been transcribed; on a few occasions the transcript 
contained an answer, but no question. The Committee noted one instance of where only 
the answer had been transcribed was the clip that appeared in the programme as 
broadcast, in which Mr Spielman said that: 
 

“If my actions, if the actions of our organisation are able to enable more Jewish 
people to live here, more archaeology to come here and celebrate Jewish history 
in this area…. I don’t believe this has to be done at the expense of anybody, then I 
would be very proud to do so.” 
 

This response was also contained in EA2’s note of the interview with Mr Spielman. The 
Committee noted that a question to the effect that “you are accused of being 
exclusionary, what is your response?” could have elicited that answer. However, it was not 
possible to decide with certainty what had been asked.  
 
The Committee noted that the interview was conducted as Jane Corbin was escorted 
around the City of David archaeological site by Doron Spielman. The Committee noted 
that the editorial adviser had reviewed the rough transcript of the interview provided by 
the programme makers to ascertain whether any of the clips selected appeared to have 
been taken out of context or whether the material used in the programme was in any way 
inaccurate. 
 
The Committee noted that in the interview Mr Spielman responded to a number of 
questions from Jane Corbin about how the City of David’s archaeology was presented. The 
Committee noted that one of those exchanges was selected for inclusion in the 
programme, where Doron Spielman responded to the accusation that Palestinian history 
was being erased. The Committee noted that the editorial adviser said that the selection 
was representative of the sentiment in the totality of responses on the issue, but did not 
include the detail of some of his other responses. 
 
The Committee noted that Jane Corbin also discussed at length with Mr Spielman the 
allegation that the dig was effectively another strategy to cement Jewish claims over the 
whole of Jerusalem and that there were a number of responses the programme could 
have chosen to use; in the event it selected a quote in which Mr Spielman effectively said 
he would like more Jews to settle in the area but that it did not have to be at the expense 
of those already there. The Committee noted that, based on the rough transcript of the 
interview, this appeared to be in context.  
 
The Committee noted that substantial sections of the interview covered the significance of 
the site in Jewish history and how the finds that have been made support the Jewish 
connection. The Committee noted that Mr Spielman described not only Jewish-related 
archaeology, but also a significant find of 264 coins from the Byzantine era (Eastern 
Orthodox) and also evidence of Roman settlement.  
 
The Committee noted that the editorial adviser had reviewed the responses given by Mr 
Spielman in the transcript of the unedited rushes alongside the script of Jane Corbin’s 
commentary in the programme. The Committee noted that the sections of the transcript 
of the unedited rushes relating to the cost of the excavations, Elad’s fundraising, who 
visits the site and its popularity are reflected in Jane Corbin’s commentary in the 
programme.  
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The Committee noted that in the editorial adviser’s view, based on the transcript, all of 
the main themes covered in the interview were reflected in the programme either in 
commentary or direct quotes.  
The Committee confirmed that it was satisfied that, although the rushes of the interview 
had been mislaid, it had sufficient information to make a decision about whether the 
programme breached the Editorial Guidelines on accuracy or impartiality in relation to 
item 13(a) of the complainant’s appeal. The Committee noted that it would not be 
necessary in every appeal to instruct an editorial adviser to review the rushes of a 
programme. However, the Committee expects the BBC to maintain rushes of programmes 
in appropriate cases in which the programme is subject to an ongoing complaint or 
appeal.  
 
Elad’s viewpoint 
 
The Committee considered the complainant’s assertion that the programme breached the 
Editorial Guidelines on accuracy and impartiality by including Mr Seidemann’s comments 
without any challenge by the interviewer or any response to it by Elad.  
 
The Committee recalled the complainant’s assertion that the clause in the Editorial 
Guidelines on impartiality relating to contributors expressing contentious views should be 
applied and therefore, Mr Seidemann’s views should have been challenged (i.e. “we must 
rigorously test contributors expressing contentious views during an interview”). However, 
the Committee was of the view that this aspect of the Editorial Guidelines generally 
applies to a live or “as live” interview but not pre-recorded contributions which are 
included within a scripted item. In a pre-recorded contribution, contentious views 
expressed during an interview can be treated with due impartiality in the context of the 
programme as a whole, e.g. by the insertion of another view or views or by the use of 
commentary. This is more difficult to do in a live or “as live” interview. The Committee 
agreed that, regardless of whether Mr Seidemann’s comments were contentious, Mr 
Seidemann’s comments were not made during a live or “as live” interview and therefore, 
the Editorial Guidelines on impartiality in relation to rigorously testing contributors 
expressing contentious views did not mean that it was necessary for there to be any 
additional testing of Mr Seidemann’s comments in the programme.  
 
The Committee noted that the key question was whether due impartiality and due 
accuracy had been achieved by the programme as broadcast.  
 
The Committee considered that viewers would infer that Mr Seidemann’s comments did 
refer to Elad even though Elad was not specifically named by Mr Seidemann. Also, the 
Committee considered that Mr Seidemann’s viewpoint was clearly expressed in the 
programme and viewers would have understood that he was opposed to Elad’s aims from 
extracts from his interview which were included in the programme. The Committee noted 
the complainant’s view that Mr Seidemann’s introduction reflected his “views on the Israeli 
government and not to his views on any organisation” (i.e. that the audience would not 
have been aware of Mr Seidemann’s views on Elad). However, the Committee considered 
Mr Seidemann’s views were apparent in his first reply:  
 

DANIEL SEIDEMANN: 
What this is about is creating facts on the ground. Implanting ideologically 
motivated Israeli settlers in existing Palestinian neighbourhoods… Palestinians on 
the other hand are not allowed to return to the homes that they abandoned in 
1948. 
 

The Committee decided that Mr Seidemann’s criticisms were of both the government and 
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what he called settler organisations and that the viewer would be clear as to Mr 
Seidemann’s perspective on the issue. In particular the section which ended with Mr 
Seidemann’s conclusion that it was an act of “colossal irresponsibility” for the government 
to have handed control of the City of David site to exclusionary settler organisations 
ensured the viewer understood precisely the strength of Mr Seidemann’s view of Elad and 
his reasons for it.  
 
The Committee noted that it is not clear whether the allegation that Elad was exclusionary 
was specifically put to Mr Spielman during his interview. However, the Committee noted 
the following comment made by Mr Spielman was included in the programme (this 
comment was included in the transcript provided by the programme and it was also 
contained in EA2’s notes of the rushes):  
 

“If my actions, if the actions of our organisation are able to enable more Jewish 
people to live here, more archaeology to come here and celebrate Jewish history 
in this area…. I don’t believe this has to be done at the expense of anybody, then I 
would be very proud to do so.” 
 

The Committee agreed that it was not necessary for the programme to include a specific 
response from Mr Spielman saying that Elad is not exclusionary for the programme to 
comply with the Editorial Guidelines on accuracy and impartiality. However, the Committee 
noted that Mr Spielman’s comment set out above effectively responds to the comments 
made by Mr Seidemann concerning “exclusionary settler organisations” and “settlers with 
a rather exclusionary vision”. Alongside this the Committee considered that the inclusion 
of Mr Spielman’s assertion that “Anything that has been found is publicised” was also a 
form of comment on this point. In addition, the Committee felt that the wider 
opportunities given to Mr Spielman to state his organisation’s aims and activities in the 
programme contributed towards its overall view that the programme had been fair and 
even-handed when examining the evidence and weighing all the material facts. The 
Committee decided that the programme was duly impartial in its approach by including 
contributions by both Mr Seidemann and Mr Spielman and by including appropriate 
sections of commentary paraphrasing Elad’s position. 
 
Editorial justification for including the assertion that Elad is exclusionary 
 
The Committee then considered what editorial justification exists for the programme’s 
inclusion of the assertion that Elad is “exclusionary”. The Committee emphasised that it 
was not deciding whether Elad is in fact an exclusionary organisation. 
The Committee referred to research carried out by the editorial adviser concerning Elad, 
including the following points: 
 

a) Elad was established in 1986 and first came to prominence in the 1990s, because 

of its strategy of raising funds from overseas donors to secure properties in Silwan 

for Jewish settlers (where the City of David is sited). Elad’s strategy of buying 

properties in Silwan and its management of the City of David site has brought the 

organisation to the public’s attention in Israel. Much of the criticism of Elad derived 

from organisations opposed to any settlement of Jewish families in Palestinian 

areas. However, there have also been protests from Jewish archaeologists and 

historians opposed to any attempt to create what they see as a single Jewish 

narrative for the site. 

b) Opposition to Elad’s role at the City of David site resulted in lengthy court 

proceedings to try to force the Government to end Elad’s management contract. 

The Israeli High Court ruled in October 2011 (after the programme was broadcast) 
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that Elad could continue to operate the site but with changes to the way it is run, 

including a provision that the site allow tour guides not supplied by the City of 

David foundation to lead tours in the park. Elad commented that the ruling 

acknowledged that they were playing an important role in a previously neglected 

site which had increased visitor numbers from 2,000 a year in 2001 to 450,000 

today. 

c) The Israel Antiquities Authority oversees all the excavations and supplies the 

archaeologists for the City of David site and that the criticisms are not generally 

that the excavations are not professional, but that the way the finds are marketed 

by Elad tend to highlight the Jewish connection and exclude the heritage of other 

cultures. The programme included Mr Spielman’s denial that Elad is selective about 

how it presents the finds made during excavations. 

d) The City of David website has a section detailing all the finds that have been 

recorded on the site, going back to the early 1900s. The listings are generally 

presented in the context of their Jewish connection, but they do not ignore other 

cultures. The website presentation of excavations at the Givrati Parking Lot notes 

that “a number of layers of settlement from the Muslim period were found”. 

However, the Committee also noted comments made by a prominent Israeli 

archaeologist (Ronny Reich), comments included in a Time Magazine article in 

February 2010 and comments attributed to the then head of the Israel Antiquities 

Authority, Professor Binyamin Kedar, which all support the assertion that Elad is 

selective in its reporting of archaeological finds.  

e) An Ir-Amim report contains information concerning Elad’s involvement in property 

“transfers”. The report was included in the programme’s response to the appeal as 

a primary research source. In a case cited in the report members of Elad were said 

to have broken into a house during the night whilst the family was sleeping and 

taken possession. The Jerusalem District Court subsequently ruled the declaration 

of this particular home as an “absentee property”, had been based on a false 

deposition in which the head of Elad, David Be’eri had played a leading role. Ir-

Amim identified Elad’s conflicting role in identifying what are known as absentee 

properties, sitting on the Government Committee which allocated “absentee” 

properties to settler families and then acting as landlords. The Ir-Amim report 

includes a quote from Doron Spielman in January 2008 saying “we are almost a 

branch of the Government of Israel.”  

The Committee acknowledged that Ir-Amim is a vocal opponent of Jewish settlement in 
Palestinian areas and was the organisation behind the legal action seeking to end Elad’s 
management of the City of David site. However, it also noted that the report contained 
copious footnotes and references to government documents, court records and other 
verifiable sources.  
 
The Committee noted that Elad has consistently argued that it is redeeming Jewish claims 
to Jerusalem, not establishing “new” settlements, and that it does not recognise the word 
“settler” as being valid in the context of the properties it has bought from Palestinian 
owners and now rents to Jewish families in East Jerusalem.  
 
The Committee also considered the justification for the inclusion of the allegation that 
Elad is “exclusionary”. The Committee agreed that given the length of the programme, 
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there was a limit to the amount of detail that could be included regarding the allegation 
that Elad was exclusionary. However, the Committee was satisfied that the programme 
makers had carried out sufficient research on which to base their decision to include Mr 
Seidemann’s comments. The Committee decided that the allegation was well-founded and 
its inclusion editorially justified. As above, the Committee emphasised it was not its role to 
reach a view as to whether or not Elad was “exclusionary” but rather whether the 
programme breached the Editorial Guidelines. The Committee decided the programme 
had weighed all the material facts and avoided bias or an imbalance of views. 
 
The Committee decided that the programme had not breached the Editorial Guidelines on 
accuracy or impartiality in relation to item 13(a) of the complainant’s appeal.  
Point 3 – regarding the allegation that the programme drew a misleading comparison 
between a Palestinian structure in Silwan built in violation of planning regulations and a 
neighbouring illegal Israeli structure built in violation of planning regulations which has 
not yet been demolished. The Committee is asked to decide whether the Editorial 
Guidelines on accuracy and/or impartiality have been breached. 
 
The complaint 
 
The Committee noted the relevant section in the script which relates to the allegation: 

 
COMMENTARY: 
The Israelis plan to demolish 88 houses to create a tourist park here. Jawad Siyam 
is a local Palestinian activist – documenting what Israel is doing. 
 
SIYAM: 
They are demolishing houses because they want to. It’s ethnic cleaning for Silwan 
for East Jerusalem. 
 
COMMENTARY: 
The Israelis say they knock down almost as many illegal structures in West 
Jerusalem as East. But most are just a balcony, a fence – not whole buildings like 
here. 
 
SIYAM: 
They are the most racist state in the world … you see, you see this state is the 
most racist state in the world … you are the most racist people here in the world. 
You. You all. You see them, how they are doing? There are another here another 
house for the settlers you see. It’s there. This it has demolition order. Why didn’t 
demolish? They didn’t do anything there. 
 
COMMENTARY: 
A block where settlers live, built without planning permission is still standing while 
Palestinian property around it is being destroyed. Palestinians feel they’re being 
squeezed out of East Jerusalem. They’re only allowed to build on 13% of land 
here while nearly 60% is earmarked for settlements and parks. 

 
The Committee had decided at its meeting on 29 March 2012 that a separate allegation 
(that the inclusion of Mr Siyam’s allegation of racism without correction or contradiction 
breached the Editorial Guidelines) did not qualify for its consideration. However, the 
Committee noted that, in the interests of completeness, the reference in the 
complainant’s appeal to alleged racism had been included in the extracts below. The 
Committee referred to the complainant’s allegation in his original letter of complaint to the 
BBC: 
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“The programme reinforced the allegation of racism by referring to a house built 
by a Jewish group in violation of planning regulations which has not yet been 
destroyed. This was … biased and misleading … the programme omitted to 
mention that the cases are very different. The house built by the Jewish group 
(‘Beit Yonatan’) is in an area where building is in principle permitted. The 
substantive violation in this case is that the house is excessively high. But then 
thousands of Arab-owned houses in the same neighbourhood are also higher than 
permitted by the regulations: enforcement has been at least as lax here against 
Arab residents as against Jewish ones.  
 
Secondly, the programme failed to make it clear that the wheels of the 
enforcement process have in fact been turning against the Jewish group. They 
turn slowly and against much opposition whether the offenders are Jews or Arabs. 
The fact that they have not as yet reached a conclusion in the case of the more 
recent violation at Beit Yonatan does not mean that the Israeli authorities are 
discriminatory, still less that they are racist.” 
 

The Committee noted the response from the Editorial Complaints Unit at Stage 2:  
 

“I take your point that the circumstances of illegal building may not be the same in 
relation to the Jewish and Palestinian properties highlighted but I do not believe it 
was necessary to provide the kind of specific detail you suggest about the 
particular block occupied by Jewish settlers. The overall impression given by the 
programme was that the majority of homes demolished in East Jerusalem were 
occupied by Palestinians and that does appear to be supported by the evidence 
gathered by the programme makers.” 
 

The Committee noted the complainant’s response to the ECU’s decision: 
 

“(the ECU) was irrational in supposing that it was acceptable for the programme to 
make this false comparison and thereby to support Mr Siyam’s allegation of racism 
on the ground that the majority of homes demolished in East Jerusalem were 
occupied by Palestinians. It would not be surprising if a majority of the small 
number of homes demolished in the inner suburbs of East Jerusalem were 
occupied by Palestinians, since most of the homes in those suburbs are occupied 
by Palestinians.”  
 

The Committee noted too the comments from the Head of Editorial Standards in her 
decision not to recommend the allegation go to appeal: 
 

“I do not consider that omitting further information about the specific 
circumstances concerning the Jewish and Israeli property ... breached the Editorial 
Guidelines by creating a misleading impression for viewers. I note that in your 
complaint, you do not state that the house built by a Jewish group referred to in 
the programme had planning permission. However, in your complaint you do say 
that the building was in an area where building is in principle permitted and the 
substantive violation was that the house was excessively high. I note that the 
focus of the programme is not a comparison between the way Palestinians and 
Israelis are treated in the Israeli planning system.” 
 

The Committee noted the complainant’s response to the Head of Editorial Standards’ 
comments: 
 

“The reasons given by the HES for not referring this aspect of my complaint to the 
BBC Trust are incomprehensible and irrational. She appears to claim that this part 
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of the programme was not misleading because she says the focus of the 
programme was not a comparison between the way Palestinians and Israelis are 
treated in the Israeli planning system. 
Whatever was the focus of the programme, it cannot alter the misleading nature 
of this part of the programme. No reasonable person could dispute that the 
audience was led to believe that Israel was enforcing planning controls in a racist 
and discriminatory way, and on the undisputed facts which I presented this charge 
was false… Comparison between the way Palestinians and Israelis are treated in 
the Israeli planning system was a significant part of the programme.” 

 
The Committee noted the questions put to the programme by the editorial adviser in 
respect of the allegation: 
 
What steps did the programme take to satisfy itself of the veracity of the assertions made 
by Jawad Siyam, the Palestinian activist? How does the programme respond to the charge 
that the comparison was biased and misleading? 
 

“We satisfied the veracity of Jawad Siyam’s assertions about Beit Yonatan at the 
time as being a well known and contentious example of imbalance between the 
treatment of Palestinian and Israeli illegal structures when it comes to East 
Jerusalem. The Attorney General of Israel and Mayor of Jerusalem were at 
loggerheads over this property with the Attorney General demanding its 
evacuation (in line with a court order) on grounds of its illegality and the Mayor 
resisting at the time of the programme.  
 
The Attorney General has since issued further warnings which are still being 
resisted by the Mayor and some members of the municipality and to date the Beit 
Yonatan structure is still standing and occupied by settlers. This is largely because 
of political pressure rather than planning enforcement not reaching its conclusion 
as (the complainant) asserts, as there is a court order in place.  
Beit Yonatan has been the focus of many articles in the Israeli media along the 
same lines as we reported and it has also been the focus of diplomatic protest and 
complaint from the EU and US. The comparison was not biased and misleading in 
my opinion.”  
 

The Committee noted that the interview in the programme with Mayor Barkat illustrated 
some of the complexities of the issues surrounding planning law and enforcement in East 
Jerusalem. The Committee noted that building in what is traditionally the Jewish area, i.e. 
West Jerusalem, tends to be more straightforward because it is a relatively new “planned” 
area, whereas obtaining planning permission in areas where Palestinians might wish to 
build is more problematic because of its historic significance and the fact that it is already 
densely populated. The Committee noted some information which supported this 
contained in a relevant article in a book about town planning in disputed areas which was 
published in 2006.  
 
The Committee noted that in Israel Beit Yonatan was already making headlines at the 
time the programme was broadcast; it had been designated as illegal by the Israeli 
Supreme Court but remained standing and occupied. Court orders that it be evacuated 
and sealed pending a demolition order had been in place since 2007. The Committee 
noted that it is the failure by the relevant authorities to enforce the court order that has 
made it such a high profile case. 
 
The Committee noted that two weeks before the programme went to air the Attorney 
General instructed the Police Commissioner to carry out the order to demolish Beit 
Yonatan, and the Attorney General is quoted as saying: 
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“This is a grave ongoing case of flouting court orders and cannot be allowed to 
continue.” 

 
The Committee noted that whilst the nature of the planning infringements which led to 
the issuing of demolition orders for Beit Yonatan and the Palestinian structures were 
different, the editorial adviser’s investigation did not identify any evidence to suggest that 
the nature of the infringement had had any bearing on the reasons that enforcement in 
relation to Beit Yonatan has been delayed. The Committee noted the widespread 
acknowledgement in the reports of the story that the delay was political rather than legal.  
The Committee noted the complainant’s assertion that it is an issue of timing and that the 
wheels of justice turn as slowly against Palestinian homes slated for demolition as they do 
against Israeli homes and that in his view the enforcement of court orders in Beit Yonatan 
was no different for Palestinian properties. However, the Committee considered it relevant 
that five years after the Supreme Court ordered Beit Yonatan to be sealed and evacuated 
it remains standing and occupied.  
The Committee noted the occasions elsewhere in the programme where settlers and their 
supporters were afforded the opportunity to respond to criticisms of their actions, for 
example where the Mayor of Jerusalem responded to the allegation that Palestinians are 
forced to build illegally. 
 

COMMENTARY: 
The buying up of houses, the archaeology, the tourist park – it’s all putting the 
squeeze on the Palestinians who have nowhere to expand. This was once a house 
belonging to Jawad’s relatives. It was demolished by the Israelis because it was 
built without planning permission. 
 
SIYAM: 
They say to you you can apply for permission, but you know you will never ever be 
able to get permission, and if you want to get permission you have to go through 
eleven committees in the municipality; one of the committees says “No” to you 
then it’s “No”. 
 
COMMENTARY: 
Last year only 133 permits were granted to Palestinians in the whole of East 
Jerusalem. Nearly ten times more were given to Israelis in West Jerusalem. 
 
REPORTER (SPEAKING TO MAYOR): 
They can’t expand naturally, they’re just not given the permission to build. They 
have to, often, build illegally 
 
MAYOR: 
Let’s be very honest with each other. You are right that there are gaps in the 
planning system in Jerusalem both on the West side and on the East side. And on 
the East side the lack of planning causes sometimes unfortunately, people to build 
illegally. I am not interested push people out. But when people come and build 
illegal bunch of houses in one of the most strategic parks in the world, and by the 
municipality taking action and dealing with the situation, what I am doing is, in a 
way, strengthening the city for the benefit of the world. 

 
In reaching its decision, the Committee recalled the complainant’s assertion that the 
evidence suggested that  

 
“…enforcement had been at least as lax here against Arab residents as against 
Jewish ones.” 
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The Committee considered evidence that thousands of illegal Palestinian homes in East 
Jerusalem with outstanding demolition orders have not been demolished and whether 
that invalidated the comparison drawn in the programme between Beit Yonatan and the 
particular Palestinian property which is being demolished.  
 
The Committee recalled how the programme framed the comparison between the two 
structures: 

 
COMMENTARY: 
A block where settlers live, built without planning permission is still standing while 
Palestinian property around it is being destroyed. 

 
The Committee stated that its decision rested on the validity of the comparison being 
made between a specific Palestinian structure and a specific Israeli-built structure, rather 
than the wider issue of planning in East Jerusalem. The Committee reflected on the 
complainant’s allegation that, because the nature of the planning infringements was 
different, the comparisons drawn between the two structures was invalid. The Committee 
concluded that in information provided by the programme and corroborated by third party 
media reports there was sufficient evidence that the delay in the demolition of the illegal 
Israeli structure was motivated by political considerations and was not the result of 
normal legal delays, nor did the nature of the infringement appear to have affected the 
court’s recommendations for demolition nor did it appear to have accounted for the delay 
in carrying out the court’s orders. The Committee concluded that the actual comparison 
drawn between the Israeli built structure and the Palestinian structure was duly accurate.  
The Committee then considered the wider issue of whether, based on the evidence, the 
comparison in this instance left the viewer with a misleading impression about demolitions 
in Jerusalem. The Committee stated its view that this was clearly a snapshot of demolition 
activity in East Jerusalem in a specific short time frame and the issues which the 
respective stakeholders felt to be most relevant at the time. In a programme of this 
length, of which demolitions comprised just one section, the programme could not be 
expected to offer a comprehensive survey of the complexities of the planning system.  
The Committee concluded that any impression the viewer might have been left with about 
demolitions as a whole would not rest solely on the comparison between Beit Yonatan and 
the Palestinian structure. The Committee noted the occasions in the programme where 
the commentary included statistics on demolitions and on planning applications and also 
the opportunity afforded to the Mayor to respond to the wider issue in a specific question 
put to him by Jane Corbin. The Committee concluded that, taking into account the 
programme as a whole, the programme was duly impartial in relation to the comparison in 
item 15(d) of the complainant’s appeal. 
  
The Committee concluded that the programme did not breach the Editorial Guidelines on 
accuracy or impartiality in relation to item 15(d) of the complainant’s appeal. 
 
Finding: Not upheld 
 
 

 

 


