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Broadcasting Complaint Decisions  
 
Under the Broadcasting Act 2009, viewers and listeners can complain about broadcasting content 

which they believe is not in keeping with the broadcasting codes and rules. In line with the 

complaint process, the viewer or listener should direct their complaint to the broadcaster in the first 

instance with regard to the broadcaster’s Code of Practice for Handling Complaints, a policy which 

each broadcaster has available on its website. If a viewer or listener is not satisfied with the 

response from the broadcaster or if the broadcaster does not respond within the timeframe 

provided in their Code of Practice (usually 21 days), then the viewer or listener can refer the 

complaint to the BAI for consideration.  

 

In assessing complaints, and having regard to the codes and rules, the BAI considers all written 

material submitted by the relevant parties together with the broadcast material. Complaints are 

assessed at Executive level and/or by the Compliance Committee of the Authority. The details of 

the broadcasting complaint decisions reached by the BAI are detailed in this document.  

 

At its meeting held in July 2013, the Compliance Committee upheld one complaint and rejected 

three. Three complaints were resolved by the Executive Complaint Forum at meetings held in July 

and August 2013. 
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Upheld in Part by BAI Compliance Committee 
 
Complaint made by:  Mr. Bryan Wall                                                                      Ref. No. 49/13 
 
Station:    Programme:    Date: 
Cork’s 96FM  The Neil Prendeville Show 14 May 2013 
 
Complaint Summary: 

Mr. Wall’s complaint is submitted under the Broadcasting Act 2009, section 48(1)(b)(Code of 

Programme Standards: sections 3.4 (persons and groups in society) and 3.5 (factual 

programming) and section 48(1)(a) (fairness, objectivity and impartiality in news and current 

affairs).  The complaint relates to comments made by the presenter regarding non-Irish people 

resident in this Country.  The complainant states that the presenter’s comments were, in his 

opinion, “vile accusations, laced with prejudice and with no veracity in reality whatsoever”.  The 

complainant states that by making these statements on air the presenter “puts non-Irish members 

of society at risk by associating them with what has taken place in this country over the previous 

five years.  This is nothing more than a racist accusation which belies the reality of the situation.”   

 

The complainant also notes that nowhere in the presenter’s contribution did he state that he was 

summarising public opinion. Rather, the complainant notes that the presenter is well-known for 

voicing his own opinions and it is fair to surmise that what he said on air was his opinion alone or 

could be taken as such by listeners. The complainant believes that the presenter and 96FM are in 

gross violation of the standards laid down by the BAI. 

 
Initial response to complainant: 

96FM did not respond within the 21 day timeframe. 96FM states the fact that the complainant’s 

original e-mail to 96FM was not responded to is not a deliberate act on their part not to engage 

in the Complaints Procedure.   However, the broadcaster states that the complainant did not 

use the required complaint form which is downloadable from their website.   96 FM states that 

the item in question attracted significant debate on national online forums and this led to 

considerable correspondence with the station. The broadcaster states that much of this came 

from people reacting to the online comments - many of whom 96FM suspects were outside 

their transmission area - and who had not actually heard the piece or indeed heard it in context.  

With this in mind, they could only respond to those who followed the correct complaints 

procedure. 

 

Response to BAI: 

The broadcaster states that the comments made by their presenter summarised recent listener 

opinion on inequality in Irish society and were a small part of the on-air debate and the 

comments cannot be viewed in isolation. 96FM disagree wholeheartedly with the opinion of the 

complainant. 

 

Decision of the Compliance Committee: 

The Committee considered the broadcast and the submissions made by the complainant and the 

broadcaster. Following consideration of the material presented the Committee has decided to 

uphold this complaint in part.  
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In reaching this decision, the Committee took into account the following:- 

 

 The content consisted of a monologue by the presenter outlining his personal views on 

issues including cronyism on the part of politicians, the public service and its staffing and 

adequacy, payment of social welfare to recipients that the presenter believed did not 

deserve payment (including non-Irish members of society), cuts in social welfare, the 

effectiveness of local Government, the Irish health service including private and public 

health, ‘junkets’ to other countries by public representatives, payment of Irish 

Government debt and its impact on society, the operation of semi-state companies, the 

impact of large supermarkets on small retailers and the adequacy of the national media. 

 

 The content in question and the subject of the complaint was considered by the 

Committee to constitute current affairs content. Hence, the content was required to 

comply with the statutory requirement for fairness, objectivity and impartiality in news and 

current affairs. 

 

 Upon a review of the programme, the Committee found that the statement by the 

presenter constituted an editorial statement on matters of public controversy and debate. 

The Committee also found that the statement was pre-prepared by the programme 

presenter. It was the view of the Committee that this pre-prepared statement was 

evidently lacking in impartiality or objectivity and was not counterbalanced by an 

alternative perspective on the presenter’s statement. While noting that some alternative 

views were voiced by listeners that contributed to the programme, this was not 

considered to provide an adequate counterbalance to the lengthy and robust pre-

prepared statement by the programme presenter.  

 

 The absence of this alternative perspective on matters of public controversy and debate 

was considered contrary to the requirements incumbent on news and current affairs 

content. For this reason, that element of the complaint relating to fairness, objectivity and 

impartiality in news and current affairs has been upheld. 

 

 Upon its review of the programme, the Committee did not agree with the complainant that 

the item was in breach of the Code of Programme Standards for the reasons specified in 

his complaint. While the presenter’s remarks about non-Irish members of society may 

have offended some listeners, the Committee did not agree that they would support or 

condone discrimination contrary to the requirement of the Code of Programme Standards 

in the manner suggested by the complainant. 

 

 Regarding the broadcaster’s handling of the complaint, it was the Committee’s view that 

the complainant, in submitting the complaint to the broadcaster had clearly indicated 

those sections of the Broadcasting Act 2009 and had set out his arguments as to why the 

complaint should be upheld.  The complainant also states that he emailed his complaint 

to the email address provided by the broadcaster for complaints. This is not disputed by 

the broadcaster. It is the Committee’s view that for these reasons the complaint should 

have been processed in accordance with the broadcaster’s Code of Practice for 

Complaints Handling. 
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Rejected by BAI Compliance Committee 

Complaint made by:  Mr. Martin Collins on behalf of Pavee Point                      Ref. No. 36/13 
 
Station:    Programme:    Date: 
RTÉ One Television Prime Time 5 March  2013 
 
Complaint Summary: 

Mr. Collins’ complaint on behalf of Pavee Point is submitted under the Broadcasting Act 2009, 

(section 48(1)(a)(fairness, objectivity & impartiality in current affairs). The complainant submits that 

at the start of an item on Prime Time dealing with Travellers, the presenter spoke about anti-

Traveller prejudice and in the same sentence described and defined the issue as ‘The problem of 

Travellers’. The complainant believes this set a negative tone for the rest of the programme and 

caused offence to him and to the wider Traveller community.  The complainant states that in his 

introduction the presenter said in relation to Travellers, “to what extent do they bring it on 

themselves?”  The complainant states this is also highly offensive and amounted to blaming 

Travellers for the racism they experience. 

 

The complainant claims that from the outset, the Traveller community was being portrayed as 

problematical.  He states that it was clear that this was the aim when reference was made in a 

report on the programme about the problems that arose when attempts were made to house 

Jimmy Ward and his family who are Travellers.  A picture was shown of the late John ‘Frog’ Ward, 

who was shot dead some years ago in Co. Mayo and who was a brother of Jimmy Ward.  The 

complainant does not see the reason for making that connection and states that it was irrelevant. 

He suggests that this was done for the purposes of skewing the public perspective on Jimmy Ward 

and his family.  The complainant also comments that the presenter also stated with great 

conviction that it is not just a “few bad apples, it’s more than that isn’t it?”  The complainant states 

that several times throughout the programme the presenter re-phrased what speakers had said as 

a negative statement on Travellers, which, he argues, sounded nothing like the original statement. 

 

The complainant believes that the presenter’s questions were leading rather than open-ended 

which suggests to him that the programme makers had a particular agenda in mind and wanted to 

be as controversial and as emotive as possible.  He states there was plenty of scope to examine 

both the root causes of social issues and how different beliefs and cultures may be valued and 

respected. Instead, he argues that the topic of cultural diversity and Traveller ethnicity was 

overlooked, while the programme in general focused on a perceived social delinquency on the part 

of the Travelling community therefore casting Travellers as ‘bad apples’. 

 

The complainant believes the programme was unfair and biased and there was a racist undertone 

throughout.  He also believes that he and other Traveller representatives did not get a fair hearing. 

He states that they were continually interrupted by the presenter, in contrast with how the non-

Traveller representatives on the panel and in the audience were treated.  He states that these 

programme participants were given ample time without interruption to speak.  Three non-Traveller 

representatives in the audience spoke without interruption while only one Traveller representative 

– Brigid Quilligan of the Irish Traveller Movement – was given the opportunity for a minute and was 

then rudely interrupted by the presenter.  
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The complainant suggests that another broadcast which features only Travellers and discusses 

the issues they face in a fair and impartial manner would help redress the matter. 

 
Initial response to complainant: 

RTÉ have submitted the background to the structuring the programme and state that the team 

aimed, both in the filmed report and in inviting panellists and audience members, to produce a 

balanced debate.   

 

The Panel: The complainant, Martin Collins, Co-Director of Payee Point, is known as an 

advocate of Travellers' rights and Pádraig MacLochlainn TD, himself from a Traveller 

background, as sympathetic to that perspective.  Councillor Paddy Kavanagh has, in the past, 

characterised the behaviour of Travellers in local authority accommodation as anti-social.  

Journalist Eamonn Dillon has written about anti-social and criminal behaviour within the 

Travelling community but is on record as making a distinction between such behaviour and 

Traveller culture, a viewpoint he reiterated on this occasion.  RTÉ believes that a balanced 

diversity of views was offered by the panel, including that of empathetic voices from the non-

Traveller community as well as a powerful representative voice.  Not to have included views 

such as those of Councillor Kavanagh would have been a disservice to the debate, to the 

viewing public and to full and impartial journalism. 

 

Similarly, in RTÉ's view, fairness and balance are also evident in the make-up of the studio 

audience which included authoritative speakers from the Travelling community.  However, in this 

regard it is clear that by the time that audience members were involved, duration pressures were 

beginning to curtail debate.  Even though this is not unusual in live programmes and does not 

reflect the programme's overall balance and fairness, it is accepted — and regretted — that 

some speakers from the Traveller community were unable to contribute as they and the 

programme producers originally intended. 

 

RTÉ states that there were instances in this programme of the presenter seeking to 

acknowledge opinions that may be held by members of the settled community, but in doing so 

introducing views which had not otherwise occurred in the discussion and could have been set 

more clearly in parentheses or put open to challenge. In RTÉ's view, the manner in which 

assertions relating to Travellers in general were introduced, albeit intended as a summary of 

beliefs of a panel member (who had not himself articulated them on air), could be seen as 

over-vigorous and pro-active.  This is notwithstanding the legitimate intention to ensure that full 

discussion was facilitated.  A small number of instances of this occurred during the programme 

and may have contributed to concerns on the part of some viewers, particularly members of 

the Traveller community, that the programme's editorial view was not impartial or that the 

subject and issues were not being treated with appropriate balance. 

 

In RTÉ's view, this edition of Prime Time performed a public service in facilitating debate and 

discussion on the broad and difficult topic concerned.  RTÉ acknowledges that some 

elements of presentation and mediation were not satisfactory in the manner stated above.  

Time pressures also curtailed later contributions in a manner that suggested production 

planning may not have adequately matched subject matter and planned contributors to 

available time.  However, RTÉ does not accept that this overbalanced a robust, frank, strong 

and valuable public debate. 
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Response to BAI: 

RTÉ state that the total amount of time allotted for the studio discussion on the overall topic 

was eight minutes and that it would never have been envisaged that this time would have been 

given to discussion of Traveller ethnicity alone.  RTÉ regrets any misunderstanding arising from 

the pre-programme discussion with the complainant but asserts that all participants were 

accurately briefed on the purpose and scope of the discussion.  

 

In their reply, RTÉ outlined their approach to this important subject which they sought to 

address in good faith and on behalf of the public at large and with proper respect to key groups 

and communities within our society.   

 

In reporting, analysing and facilitating discussion of a topic of public debate, there is no 

implication that RTÉ, its editorial staff or presenters agree with opinions which may be seen as 

prejudiced.  The purpose of the programme team, both in the filmed report and in inviting 

panellists and audience members, was to produce a balanced debate.  The filmed report 

looked at the burning, most likely by members of the settled community, of a house allocated to 

a Traveller family in County Donegal. It also looked at the destruction of houses in County 

Clare, most likely at the hands of certain Travellers.  The subsequent studio discussion panel 

was properly composed to produce a fair and balanced discussion, offering and debating a 

range of perspectives.   

 

The complainant, Martin Collins, as Co-Director of Pavee Point, was an effective advocate of 

Travellers’ rights.  Pádraig MacLochlainn TD, himself from a Traveller background, was very 

sympathetic to that perspective.  One of the four panellists – Councillor Paddy Kavanagh – was 

critical of the behaviour of Travellers in local authority accommodation as anti-social.     

 

RTÉ claim that fairness and balance were also evident in the make-up of the studio audience.  

Four speakers contributed from the Travelling community’s perspective. One speaker, Dr. 

Niamh Hourigan, spoke from an academic point of view about changes within the Travelling 

community and a tension between the rights and obligations of citizenship.  Two speakers, an 

unnamed audience member and the CEO of the Vintners Association Padraig Cribben, were 

critical of the Travelling community. 

 

RTÉ acknowledge that the pressure of time in a live studio discussion curtailed later 

contributions in a manner that suggested production planning may not have succeeded in 

matching subject matter and planned contributors to available time. However, RTÉ does not 

accept that this overbalanced a robust, frank, strong and valuable public audience discussion.  

 

RTÉ also accepted that the programme contained some elements which may have contributed 

to perceptions of unfairness.  Recognising, for example, that the scripting of the presenter’s 

introduction might have been taken to imply that an action directed against Travellers – the 

burning of a home in Donegal – could have been motivated by other Traveller behaviour.  
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RTÉ honestly acknowledged that while it was fair to ask whether some behaviour, by some 

Travellers, causes political and social prejudice against all Travellers and to ask whether such 

prejudice is warranted, the script could have completely closed off any possible inference that 

the burning of a home allocated to a Traveller family could be justified in any way by the 

behaviour of any other Travellers.   

 

RTÉ acknowledges that the manner in which, in a live unscripted discussion, assertions of anti-

social behaviour by members of the Travelling community were introduced to the discussion, 

may have contributed to concerns on the part of some viewers, particularly members of the 

Traveller community, that the programme’s editorial view was not impartial or that the subject 

and issues were not being treated with appropriate balance.  Although the introduction of 

opinions held by members of the settled community could have been set more clearly in 

parentheses to avoid any possible perception that these opinions were those of the presenter 

or of RTÉ, there is absolutely no sense in which the presenter was doing other than further the 

discussion.  In doing so, the presenter found himself in the position of conveying points of view 

which could have offended some viewers.  Notwithstanding this, RTÉ states unequivocally that 

in carrying out his professional role the presenter was not articulating views of his own or 

editorial views of RTÉ. 

 

In his complaint to RTÉ, Mr Collins suggested a further broadcast on these issues and in 

response RTÉ invited him and other Traveller representatives to meet with editorial staff to 

discuss the topic. 

 

Decision of the Compliance Committee: 

The Committee considered the broadcast and the submissions made by the complainant and the 

broadcaster. Following consideration of the material presented the Committee has decided to 

reject the complaint. In reaching this decision, the Committee took into account the following:- 

 

 The Committee did not agree with the complainant that the introduction to the 

programme positioned the broadcast as an examination of “The problem of 

Travellers”. Rather, it was the Committee’s view that the introduction to the 

programme indicated that it would examine the issue of accommodation for 

Travellers and whether challenges arising with this issue were simply a matter of 

prejudice on the part of the settled members of Irish society or whether the 

Traveller community should look to its own members for an answer to the 

frequent opposition to proposed sites allocated for their accommodation. 

Therefore, an examination of the prejudice that Travellers experience at the 

hands of some settled people and an examination of the impact of the anti-social 

behaviour of some members of the Traveller community on the perception of 

their community as a whole were considered an appropriate topic in terms of the 

focus of the programme as set out in the introduction.   
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 Regarding the language of the presenter and his management of the debate, the 

Committee noted that the broadcaster in its response to the BAI accepted that 

the discussion could have been handled in a better manner. However, it was the 

view of the Committee that the presenter, in re-phrasing the views of the 

programme participants and in making references to negative perceptions 

towards Travellers, including stereotypical caricatures, was articulating those 

views as held by some members of society rather than endorsing them and was 

doing so with a view to generating debate. This is an accepted approach to the 

management of a debate.  

 

 The Committee also noted the complainant’s comments about the amount of time 

that members of the Traveller community were afforded to contribute to the 

programme and the opportunities to discuss issues pertaining to the root causes 

of social issues for Travellers and issues of cultural diversity and Traveller 

ethnicity.  

 

 Regarding the time and opportunity afforded to Travellers to speak; the 

management of a programme and the time allocated to individual members of an 

audience or a panel is an editorial matter for the broadcaster. It is the 

Committee’s role to consider whether the programme as a whole was in line with 

the requirements of the Broadcasting Act 2009. The Committee had regard to 

whether the discussion of the topic that was the focus of the programme was fair, 

objective and impartial and having reviewed the programme as aired, it was 

found by the Committee to afford both sides of the debate an equitable 

opportunity to air their opinions. In reaching this view, the Committee had regard 

to the contributions of members of the Traveller community in the pre-recorded 

segment, the participation of the complainant on the panel as well as 

contributions from the panel and the audience that articulated the experience of 

members of the Traveller community. More generally, the Committee did not 

agree with the complainant that contributions by members of the Traveller 

community were treated differently by the presenter or that the tenor of the 

debate was racist. 

 

Regarding the discussion of issues including cultural and ethnic diversity; the 

Committee found that these topics were touched on during the programme 

including during the studio debate by the complainant as a member of the panel, 

by other members of the panel and by audience members. While the discussion 

of such issues was not lengthy, this in and of itself, is not grounds for considering 

the programme as a whole to lack fairness, objectivity and impartiality. 
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Complaint made by:   
Ms. Brigid Quilligan on behalf of the Irish Traveller Movement -                    Ref. No.    37/13 
 
Station:    Programme:    Date: 
RTÉ One Television  Prime Time 5 March  2013 
 
Complaint Summary: 

Ms. Quilligan’s complaint on behalf of the Irish Traveller Movement is submitted under the 

Broadcasting Act 2009, sections 48(1)(a)(fairness, objectivity & impartiality in current affairs), 

48(1)(b)(law & order) and 48(a)(b)(Code of Programme Standards: sections 3.4.1; 3.4.2; 3.5.1; 

3.5.2). The complainant submits that during the broadcast there was a distinct lack of fairness and 

inadequate time was allocated to Travellers.  The complainant further states the programme was 

not fair to all interests concerned and could reasonably be regarded as causing harm or offence 

and likely to stir up hatred towards Travellers.  The complainant believes that the broadcast was 

patently discriminatory towards Travellers, prejudiced Travellers’ human dignity and offended 

many Travellers. 

 

The complainant objects to number of aspects of the programme, including: 

  

 the composition of programme panel; 

 the management of content;  

 the language used by the presenter;   

 the use of what she describes as caricatures to describe Travellers;  

 the use of leading questions and comment that she states incited hatred and 

discrimination; 

 the failure, in her opinion, of the presenter to give Travellers an adequate opportunity to 

participate in the discussion. 

 

Some of the issues raised in the complainant submission include the following views: 

 

 The panel consisted of four men, Martin Collins (Pavee Point), Eamonn Dillon (Sunday 

World), Patrick Kavanagh (Fine Gael) and Pádraig MacLochlainn T.D. (Sinn Féin). She 

states that no women were included despite the complainant indicating her availability to 

the programme makers.  The Irish Traveller Movement was invited to participate in the 

show on the understanding that the purpose was to discuss the burning down of a family’s 

home in Donegal and the Travellers’ campaign for the recognition of Traveller ethnicity.  

The complainant alleges that it was agreed that eight minutes would be allotted to a 

discussion on the recognition of Traveller ethnicity which would be led by the complainant.  

The complainant states that significant less time was allotted to the issues surrounding the 

burning down of the house in Donegal and the time allotted to the recognition of Traveller 

ethnicity was reduced to a number of seconds.   

 

She states that it was agreed that the complainant would be seated in the front row with 

time allocated for her to comment.  The complainant claims she was only given 28 

seconds at the end of the show with no time for a panel discussion.  Her name and 

organisation did not appear on the screen as in other cases. 
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 The complainant claims that the inclusion on the panel of Councillor Patrick Kavanagh was 

not appropriate as he has been involved in numerous broadcasts where he had made 

comments considered by the complainant’s organisation to have caused offence to 

Travellers.  The complainant stated that the broadcaster was on put on notice of this fact 

and of the view that his contribution to the programme would likely cause further offence. 

 

 The complainant claims that inviting Eamonn Dillon, who is not a Traveller, to present the 

reality for 40,000 Travellers in Ireland was inappropriate. In her view, it was therefore 

inappropriate for the presenter to ask Mr. Dillon to comment on the true position in relation 

to the wishes and realities for Travellers in Ireland.  

 

 The complainant claims that the presenter used leading questions and stereotyping by 

referring to a ‘caricature’ for which she states the presenter later admitted he had no 

empirical evidence.  Other examples of questions posed on the programme have been 

submitted by the complainant as having the potential to incite hatred and provoke 

discrimination against Travellers.   

 

Broadcaster’s Response: 

 

Initial response to complainant: 

RTÉ have submitted the background to the structuring of the programme and state that the 

team aimed, both in the filmed report and in inviting panellists and audience members, to 

produce a balanced debate.   

 

The Panel: Martin Collins, Co-Director of Pavee Point, would be seen as an advocate of 

Travellers' rights and Pádraig MacLochlainn TD, himself from a Traveller background, as 

sympathetic to that perspective.  Councillor Paddy Kavanagh has in the past characterised the 

behaviour of Travellers in local authority accommodation as anti-social.  Journalist Eamonn 

Dillon has written about anti-social and criminal behaviour within the Travelling community but 

is on record as making a distinction between such behaviour and Traveller culture, a viewpoint 

he reiterated on this occasion.   

 

RTÉ believes that a balanced diversity of views was offered by the panel, including that of 

empathetic voices from the non-Traveller community as well as a powerful representative 

voice.  Not to have included views such as those of Councillor Kavanagh would have been a 

disservice to the debate, to the viewing public and to full and impartial journalism. 

 

Similarly, in RTÉ's view, fairness and balance are also evident in the make-up of the studio 

audience which included authoritative speakers from the Travelling community.  However, in 

this regard it is clear that by the time that audience members were involved, duration pressures 

were beginning to curtail debate.  Even though this is not unusual in live programmes and does 

not reflect the programme's overall balance and fairness, it is accepted — and regretted — that 

some speakers from the Traveller community were unable to contribute as they and the 

programme producers originally intended. There were instances in this programme of the 

presenter seeking to acknowledge opinions that may be held by members of the settled 

community, but in doing so introducing views which had not otherwise occurred in the 

discussion and could have been set more clearly in parentheses or put open to challenge. 
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In RTÉ's view, the manner in which assertions relating to Travellers in general were 

introduced, albeit intended as a summary of beliefs of a panel member (who had not himself 

articulated them on air), could be seen as over-vigorous and pro-active.  This is 

notwithstanding the legitimate intention to ensure that full discussion was facilitated.  A small 

number of instances of this occurred during the programme and may have contributed to 

concerns on the part of some viewers, particularly members of the Traveller community, that 

the programme's editorial view was not impartial or that the subject and issues were not being 

treated with appropriate balance. 

 

In RTÉ's view, this edition of Prime Time performed a public service in facilitating debate and 

discussion on the broad and difficult topic concerned.  RTÉ acknowledges that some 

elements of presentation and mediation were not satisfactory in the manner stated above.  

Time pressures also curtailed later contributions in a manner that suggested production 

planning may not have adequately matched subject matter and planned contributors to 

available time.  However, RTÉ does not accept that this overbalanced a robust, frank, strong 

and valuable public debate. 

 

Response to BAI: 

RTÉ state that the total amount of time allotted for the studio discussion on the overall topic 

was eight minutes and that it would never have been envisaged that this time would have been 

given to discussion of Traveller ethnicity alone.  RTÉ regrets any misunderstanding arising from 

the pre-programme discussion with the complainant but asserts that all participants were 

accurately briefed on the purpose and scope of the discussion.  

 

In their reply, RTÉ outlined their approach to this important subject which they sought to 

address in good faith and on behalf of the public at large and with proper respect to key groups 

and communities within our society.   

 

In reporting, analysing and facilitating discussion of a topic of public debate, the broadcaster 

states that there is no implication that RTÉ, its editorial staff or presenters agree with opinions 

which may be seen as prejudiced.  They state that the purpose of the programme team, both in 

the filmed report and in inviting panellists and audience members, was to produce a balanced 

debate.  The filmed report looked at the burning, most likely by members of the settled 

community, of a house allocated to a Traveller family in County Donegal. It also looked at the 

destruction of houses in County Clare, most likely at the hands of certain Travellers.  The 

subsequent studio discussion panel was properly composed to produce a fair and balanced 

discussion, offering and debating a range of perspectives.  Martin Collins, as Co-Director of 

Pavee Point, was an effective advocate of Travellers’ rights.  Pádraig MacLochlainn TD, 

himself from a Traveller background, was very sympathetic to that perspective.  One of the four 

panellists – Councillor Paddy Kavanagh – was critical of the behaviour of Travellers in local 

authority accommodation as anti-social.     

 

The complainant questions the validity of including the journalist Eamonn Dillon and states that 

he was invited “to present the reality for 40,000 Travellers in Ireland”.  Mr. Dillon was not invited 

to speak for or represent Traveller experience but as a journalist who has written about anti-

social and criminal behaviour within the Travelling community.  
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However he is on record, for example, as making a distinction between such behaviour and 

Traveller culture, a viewpoint he reiterated on this occasion.  The balanced discussion of any 

topic will frequently include journalists and other commentators such as Mr. Dillon as well as 

those more directly involved.   

 

The complainant states that the panel “consisted of one Traveller and three non-Travellers.”  

This focus on ethnicity rather than point of view creates the impression of an imbalance which 

was not the case.  An ethnically-based analysis of the participants in the programme would 

appear also to inform Ms. Quilligan’s breakdown of the time for which different contributors 

spoke, resulting in statistics which do not reflect the balance of the discussion.  In this context, 

it is also important to note that – as evidenced, for example, by Deputy MacLochlainn and Mr. 

Dillon’s contributions – the studio discussion could not be characterised as, and never aimed to 

be, a bilateral debate between Travellers and non-Travellers.   

 

Ms. Quilligan notes that the panel was all-male.  This is accepted and genuinely regretted.   On 

this occasion, the programme makers felt that prioritising the structure of the discussion on this 

sensitive topic took precedence over gender considerations, which are a very important 

editorial consideration but not an overriding one in all instances. 

      

RTÉ claim that fairness and balance were also evident in the make-up of the studio audience.  

Four speakers contributed from the Travelling community’s perspective. One speaker, Dr. 

Niamh Hourigan, spoke from an academic point of view about changes within the Travelling 

community and a tension between the rights and obligations of citizenship.  Two speakers, an 

unnamed audience member and the CEO of the Vintners Association Padraig Cribben, were 

critical of the Travelling community. 

 

The presenter came to Ms. Quilligan as expected and previously agreed.   (Ms. Quilligan’s 

seating in the second rather than the front row would have had no effect on the impact of her 

appearance on-screen). RTÉ states that she was offered the opportunity to comment on any 

aspect of the topic; Ms. Quilligan chose to focus, on the previous contributions of Councillor 

Kavanagh.  

 

RTÉ notes and regrets the oversight in not displaying Ms. Quilligan’s name on-screen when 

she spoke.  Fortunately, Ms. Quilligan gave her name when she began to speak, so viewers 

will have been aware of her representative status. 

  

RTÉ also accepted that the programme contained some elements which may have contributed 

to perceptions of unfairness.  Recognising, for example, that the scripting of the presenter’s 

introduction might have been taken to imply that an action directed against Travellers – the 

burning of a home in Donegal – could have been motivated by other Traveller behaviour, RTÉ 

honestly acknowledged that while it was fair to ask whether some behaviour, by some 

Travellers, causes political and social prejudice against all Travellers and to ask whether such 

prejudice is warranted, the script could have completely closed off any possible inference that 

the burning of a home allocated to a Traveller family could be justified in any way by the 

behaviour of any other Travellers.   
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RTÉ recognises the complexity and sensitivity of this topic and respects the views and 

experience of Travellers and of Traveller organisations such as the Irish Traveller Movement.  

When replying to Ms. Quilligan’s complaint, RTÉ invited her to join other Traveller 

representatives in meeting with editorial staff to discuss the topic and its handling.   

 

Decision of the Compliance Committee:- 

The Committee considered the broadcast and the submissions made by the complainant and the 

broadcaster. Following consideration of the material presented the Committee has decided to 

reject the complaint.  

 

In reaching this decision, the Committee took into account the following:- 

 

 The Committee noted that the programme set out to examine the issue of 

accommodation for Travellers and in particular to examine whether challenges 

arising with this issue were simply a matter of prejudice on the part of the settled 

members of Irish society or whether the Traveller community should look to its 

own members for an answer to the frequent opposition to proposed sites 

allocated for their accommodation. As such, the focus of the programme would 

have been clear to audiences and an examination of the prejudice that Travellers 

experience at the hands of some settled people was considered appropriate by 

the Committee. Similarly, an examination of the impact of the anti-social 

behaviour of some members of the Traveller community on the perception of 

their community as a whole was also considered an appropriate topic in terms of 

the programme as a whole. 

 

 In this context, and in line with the format for this programme, the discussion 

included a pre-recorded element that examined different perspectives on the 

issue of Traveller accommodation. This was followed by a studio discussion with 

a panel and audience contributors managed and mediated by the programme 

presenter. 

 

 Regarding the composition of the panel, it was the Committee’s view that the 

composition of a panel in a programme is an editorial matter for the broadcaster, 

including the selection of specific individuals invited to participate on a panel. 

When considering a complaint, the Committee will not, in general, consider the 

suitability of the panellists in terms of their experience or previous comments in 

isolation but will rather have regard to their contribution to the specific 

programme in question in the context of the programme as a whole.  

 

 Upon review of the programme as a whole and the contributions by the 

panellists, it was the Committee’s view that a range of views were evident in 

respect of the question of accommodation for Travellers and the actual and 

perceived challenges that this issue presents for all parties concerned. Each 

panellist was questioned by the presenter and panellists were afforded the 

opportunity to respond to comments made by other panellists as well as by 

audience members.  
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The Committee was of the view that while panellists expressed views on the 

matter of Traveller accommodation that could be considered negative towards 

the Traveller community, these views were examined and challenged during the 

programme.  

 

 Regarding the language of the presenter and his management of the debate, the 

Committee noted that the broadcaster in its response to the BAI accepted that 

the discussion could have been handled in a better manner. However, it was the 

view of the Committee that the presenter, in making references to negative 

perceptions towards Travellers, including stereotypical caricatures, was 

articulating those views as held by some members of society rather than 

endorsing them and was doing so with a view to generating debate. This is an 

accepted approach to the management of a debate.  

 

 The Committee agreed with the complainant and the broadcaster that a gender- 

balanced panel would have been preferable. However, the absence of a gender-

balance on a panel was not considered to demonstrate a lack of fairness, 

objectivity and impartiality. 

 

 The Committee also noted the complainant’s disappointment about the amount of 

time that she and other members of the Traveller community were afforded to 

contribute to the programme and her view that the programme that was 

broadcast was not in line with the programme as proposed to her by the 

broadcaster when she agreed to participate. However, in considering complaints 

under section 48 of the Broadcasting Act 2009, the Committee considers the 

broadcast as aired rather than the manner in which it was produced. In this 

regard, the management of a programme and the time allocated to an individual 

member of the audience or a panel is an editorial matter for the broadcaster.  

 

 While agreeing that the debate was clearly curtailed, curtailing debates due to 

time pressures is not uncommon and is not de facto evidence of a lack of 

fairness, objectivity or impartiality on the part of the broadcaster. In this context, 

the Committee had regard to whether the discussion of the topic that was the 

focus of the programme was fair and having reviewed the programme as aired, it 

was found by the Committee to afford both sides of the debate an equitable 

opportunity to air their opinions.  

 

In reaching this view, the Committee had regard to the contributions of members 

of the Traveller community in the pre-recorded segment, the participation of the 

complainant as an audience member, albeit briefly, as well as contributions from 

the panel and the audience that articulated the experience of members of the 

Traveller community. 

  

 Regarding the identification of the complainant during the programme, while 

noting that she was not identified by an on-screen banner, her name and the 

organisation were verbally identified and audiences would have been clear in this 

regard.  
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The Committee did not agree that the absence of an on-screen banner naming 

the complainant was evidence of unfairness or demonstrated a lack of objectivity 

or impartiality. 

 

 The complainant, in her submission, addressed a number of issues concerning 

the general approach to the coverage by media of Traveller issues. These 

broader concerns fall outside the remit of the Committee when considering 

complaints about individual programmes. The Committee did note, however, that 

the broadcaster has invited the complainant’s organisation to meet with them to 

discuss coverage of issues relating to the Traveller community. 

 

 In conclusion, the Committee did not agree with the complainant’s view that the 

programme lacked fairness, objectivity or impartiality nor that the contributions by 

the panel, audience or the presenter amounted to an incitement to hatred, 

supported or condoned discrimination, prejudiced human dignity or caused 

undue offence or harm. 
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Complaint made by:  Mrs. Patricia O’Grady                                                           Ref. No. 42/13 
 
Station:    Programme:    Date: 
RTÉ Radio 1 Liveline 6 March 2013 
 
Complaint Summary: 

Mrs. O’Grady’s complaint is submitted under the Broadcasting Act 2009, section 48(1)(a)(fairness 

objectivity and impartiality in current affairs).  The complainant claims that the presenter failed to 

present the Revenue Commissioners and their staff in an impartial and objective manner. The 

complainant further states that the presenter interjected his personal views to portray the Revenue 

Commissioners and their staff as a sinister, all powerful body to be feared and as using its powers 

in a totalitarian manner to the detriment of ordinary citizens in breach of the Broadcasting Act.  

 

The complainant claims that the presenter failed to present the Revenue’s statutory role in the 

collection of property tax in an objective and impartial manner.  Furthermore, the complainant 

states that the presenter allowed the privacy of a member of staff of the Commissioners to be 

unreasonably encroached upon by permitting her name to be aired on two separate occasions 

during the course of the programme.  

 

Broadcaster’s Response: 

 

Initial response to complainant: 

RTÉ states that it takes very seriously its obligation for fair and impartial coverage of current 

affairs. However, RTÉ claim that Liveline is not a current affairs format but one which invites 

listeners to express their opinions on topics of the day.  To encourage participation and 

discussion, the presenter gives voice to thought-provoking views from time-to-time; these are 

not presented as his personal opinions but as a professional strategy required and validated by 

this format. 

 

On the day in question several callers rang Liveline in relation to the Revenue office in 

Limerick.  Callers Brigid and Alex spoke about attending their local Revenue office and finding 

all the computers had been taken away making it impossible to carry out their business.  They 

were told by a member of staff that this was to prepare for the property tax. Later in the show 

the presenter read out a statement from Revenue confirming that this was the case.   

 

In relation to caller Bill, RTÉ confirmed that he did mention the name of a person in the Motor 

Tax Office.  He had been advised on two occasions, not to do so; once by the researcher who 

carried out the brief and also by the producer before he went on air.  However, as is the nature 

of live radio, RTÉ state that sometimes a caller is so engrossed in their story they slip up and 

make a mistake.  The presenter did quickly move him on and remind him not to mention 

names.  RTÉ contacted the Motor Tax Office and received confirmation that there were delays 

and they were aware of the issues express by Bill. However, they declined to go on air. 
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Response to BAI: 

RTÉ states that it is undisputed that the item in question reflected the negative experience of 

dealing with Revenue of the three callers.  These ranged from the absence of chairs and 

computer in the Limerick office to delays in dealing with motor tax.  In his professional role in 

this format which invites listeners to express their opinions, the presenter drew out their stories 

and experience.   

 

On this occasion, as on some others in recent editions of Liveline, the presenter has reflected 

on the fears that many listeners have expressed in their calls and emails to the programme in 

relation to the Local Property Tax.  On the other hand, there have also been callers who 

expressed the view that this tax has to be paid and, in the cause of supplying public 

information, the presenter has also quoted extensively from the Revenue website in this regard. 

 

RTÉ claim that Liveline in neither a news nor current affairs programme but a format designed 

to allow the public access to discussion of a wide range of topics.  It does deal with matters of 

public debate and does ensure that over time, a range of views are presented in keeping with 

the principle expressed in Section 39(1)(b) insofar as this section applies to such a format.  The 

views expressed on Liveline are not those of the broadcaster, RTÉ, but of the callers to the 

programme.  In his professional role, the presenter expresses views which will develop and 

provoke discussion.  However, these too are not presented as the views of the broadcaster, 

RTÉ. 

 

The criticisms expressed on the programme were of particular ways in which Revenue deals 

with the public, reflecting the first-hand experience of these and previous callers to the 

programme.  There was no undermining of the core function of Revenue in collecting taxes on 

behalf of the State and therefore no breach of Section 39(1)(d).  On the contrary, RTÉ claim 

that by airing criticism of the way in which this function is carried out, a programme such as 

Liveline arguably continues not only to open democratic exchange, but also to the improvement 

of that service to the State and society. 

 

RTÉ concede that a member of Revenue staff was named twice by a caller and RTÉ sincerely 

regrets this.  Such naming of individuals is something which is viewed very seriously by RTÉ 

and the Liveline team.  In line with this, as is consistent practice on the programme, the caller 

was warned against doing so before he went on air by both the researcher and producer. On 

both occasions, the presenter instantly intervened. On the first occasion stating emphatically, “I 

don’t want the name – go ahead”.  There was no commercial break between the two instances 

and therefore no opportunity to remind the caller not to name individuals on air.  While RTÉ 

genuinely regrets that this happened, they also believe that all reasonable means were used to 

prevent such an occurrence.  

 

Decision of the Compliance Committee: 

The Committee considered the broadcast and the submissions made by the complainant and the 

broadcaster. Following consideration of the material presented the Committee has decided to 

reject the complaint. 
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In reaching this decision, the Committee took into account the following:- 

 

 It was the Committee’s view that the Liveline programme is driven strongly by current 

affairs issues. However, upon a review of the programme, it found that the content that 

was the subject of the complaint did not constitute news and current affairs. Accordingly, 

it was not required to comply with the statutory requirements for fairness, objectivity and 

impartiality in news and current affairs.  

 

 In reaching this view, the Committee noted that the focus of the majority of the discussion 

and the comments relating to the Revenue Commissioners concerned matters pertaining 

to the perceived quality of the customer service provided to taxpayers. While the 

introduction of the property tax provided context for some of the contributions to the 

programme, the focus of the discussion was on dissatisfaction on the part of some 

members of the public with the service provided to taxpayers. This related to customer 

experiences in one local office on account of the removal of furniture and the absence of 

computers. Later in the programme, another contributor discussed his difficulty with the 

service provided to him by the Revenue Commissioners in respect of a motor tax matter. 

The programme did not include a discussion of the merits or otherwise of the Local 

Property Tax or political issues relating to this tax. 

 

 Regarding the naming of an individual Revenue staff member, while noting that this was 

unfortunate, a complaint in respect of an infringement of privacy will only be considered 

by the Committee where the person whose privacy has been infringed makes the 

complaint. As such, this element of the complaint was not considered by the Committee. 
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Resolved at Executive Complaints Forum 

Complaint made by:  Mr. Dáithí Ó Cualáin                                                             Ref. No. 44/13 
 
Station:    

 
Programme:    

 
Date: 

RTÉ One Television Prime Time “Rural Raiders” 23 April 2013 
 
Complaint Summary: 

Mr. Ó Cualáin’s complaint is submitted under the Broadcasting Act 2009, Section 

48(1)(a)(fairness, objectivity and impartiality in current affairs).   

 

The complainant states that the programme debated the issue of burglaries in rural areas and the 

recent closure of local Garda Stations.  The complainant states that the presenter, while taking a 

point from a member of the audience with regards to the Connemara Area, made the following 

statement “That the absence of Gardaí over the years has allowed the poitín-makers of 

Connemara to flourish”.  The complainant found this remark to be negative and out of context with 

regards to the Connemara area, particularly as the show was titled “Rural Raiders”.  The 

complainant further states that the presenter’s comment implied that the illegal act of poitín-making 

was taking place only within Connemara.  The complainant states that poitín has been distilled and 

made in a number of other counties within the state with seizures reported in the media in counties 

Donegal and Kerry etc. He also states that the presenter’s comment portrayed a negative image of 

the Connemara area and the good people of Connemara.  The complainant was disappointed to 

hear the presenter make such inaccurate and biased comments, particularly as they appeared to 

be solely his own views and opinions and were misleading with regards to Connemara.   

  

Broadcaster’s Response: 

 

Initial response to complainant: 

RTÉ states the presenter’s comment that the absence of Gardaí in Connemara over the years 

had “allowed the poitín-makers of Connemara to flourish” was a light-hearted one.  It is 

important to retain a sense of proportion in these matters and RTÉ would very much hope 

that the people of Connemara would do so in this case and that very few of them would be 

“hurt” or “angered” by it.    

          

Humour is a subjective matter, and while RTÉ regrets that Mr. Ó Cualáin did not find the 

Presenter’s comment funny,  RTÉ feels that any fair assessment of it would conclude that it 

meant no more than that the remoteness of parts of Connemara would allow anybody that 

was involved in poitín-making to do so with less likelihood of discovery.  Connemara was 

mentioned only as an example of such an area and there was no implication that the poitín-

making took place there and nowhere else.   

 

Far from “making light” of the problem of rural burglaries, the entire programme was 

dedicated to examining this subject and no reasonable viewing of the programme as a whole 

could come to the conclusion that the problem was being made light of, quite the opposite. 
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Response to BAI: 

RTÉ states this programme was a serious and responsible exploration of the issue of rural 

crime and the nature and level of policing required to deal with such crime.  The video report 

included stories of burglary and attacks on elderly people, on shopkeepers and families; it 

looked at community responses to the problem and spoke to experts in policing and 

criminology as well as community representatives.   

 

Members of the audience spoke of their experience as former guards, victims of crime and 

members of communities.  In this context, a contributor from Connemara spoke of the extent 

of robberies in isolated areas, the reduction in the number of Garda cars and the difficulty for 

non-local Garda in negotiating the roads of Connemara.  He went on to say that the area had 

become “a paradise for thieves” and that “we will start vigilante groups and we will protect 

ourselves”.  It was at this point that the presenter remarked: “I have to say that the absence of 

Gardaí over the years has allowed the poitín makers of Connemara to flourish, that’s another 

point.”   

 

It is very clear from the presenter’s vocal tone and facial expression when making the remark 

that, although attempting perhaps to lighten and divert a discussion in which vigilantism has 

just been strenuously proposed, he is being neither flippant nor attempting a witticism but 

offering another way of regarding the remoteness of Connemara in the context of law-

breaking.  This is underlined when, after the contributor has gone on to express a critical view 

of the Minister for Justice, the presenter refers again to the suggestion of vigilantism, 

emphasising that “We can’t condone anyone taking the law into their own hands.” 

 

Furthermore, this very brief exchange, lasting seconds in an item of thirty minutes, served in 

no way to undermine or have a negative impact on what was, not least due to the presenter’s 

skilful stewarding of the discussion at this moment and throughout, a sober and illuminating 

consideration of a serious social problem.    

 

Decision of Executive Complaints Forum: 

When considering the complaint, the members of the Forum reviewed the broadcast, the 

submissions of the complainant and the broadcaster.  The Forum also had regard to Section 

48(1)(a)(fairness, objectivity and impartiality in current affairs) under which Mr. Ó Cualáin 

submitted his complaint.  

 

The Forum noted that the complaint related to a comment which was made by the presenter 

during a discussion about the lack of Gardaí in rural areas.  The section of the programme which 

dealt with this issue was 30 minutes in duration and was made up of a report from around the 

country of crimes which have been committed in rural areas, followed by a panel discussion and 

questions from the audience.  

 

The members noted that many people from various parts of the country were interviewed during 

the video report and that the programme did not concentrate on any one particular area. It was the 

Forum’s opinion that the comment by the presenter was made in response to a statement made by 

a man in the audience who was from Connemara.  Although it was noted that the complainant felt 

the comment in question portrayed a negative image of the Connemara area, the Forum found 

that the comment was an ‘off the cuff’ remark about the lack of Gardaí as opposed to a display of 

bias against the people of Connemara.    
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Further, it would appear that the presenter was attempting to make a humorous remark relating to 

the home-place of the audience member and it is unlikely that this comment would have caused 

widespread offence.  

 

The Forum considered this complaint in the context of the broadcast as a whole and they were of 

the opinion that the comment in question does not constitute an infringement of fairness, 

objectivity and impartiality in current affairs.  The complaint did not raise issues which required 

further consideration and the complaint was deemed resolved.  
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Complaint made by:  Mr. Dermot Power                                                                Ref. No. 54/13 
 
Station:    

 
Programme:    

 
Date: 

RTÉ Radio 1 Today with Pat Kenny 18 March 2013 
 
Complaint Summary: 

Mr. Power’s complaint is submitted under the Broadcasting Act 2009, Section 48(1)(a)(fairness, 

objectivity and impartiality in current affairs).   

 

The complainant states an interview was conducted with Mr. Bill Cullen concerning the removal of 

a receiver and the appointment of an examiner to his hotel in Kerry at a court hearing the previous 

Friday.  The complainant claims that the presenter appeared to be very familiar with the hotel and 

even referred to an apartment block that formed part of the hotel complex.  A listener texted the 

programme and asked about other monies Mr. Cullen owed and had said previously he would not 

repay.  This was put to Mr. Cullen to which he replied to the effect that you can’t get blood out of a 

stone.  The complainant claims that there was no further challenge relating to this matter.  The 

complainant is of the view that this interview was a soft one and wonders if the presenter stayed at 

the hotel.  If so, he believes this should have been declared on the programme.  The complainant 

believes the presenter did not act impartially and put the case on behalf of the listener.  

  

Broadcaster’s Response: 

 

Initial response to complainant: 

RTÉ acknowledged receipt of the complaint and stated that it will be included in the Audience 

Log which is submitted for review at RTÉ’s Editorial Meetings.  The complaint was also 

forwarded to the ‘Today with Pat Kenny Show’ for note.        

 

Response to BAI: 

RTÉ states that this interview with Mr. Cullen on the occasion of his success in having an 

examiner appointed by the High Court, was designed to elicit his account of the proceedings 

and of his business situation.  The story was of public interest not only as a great many 

people who own property and businesses have run into difficulties with loans and 

relationships with lending agencies but also because of the employment dependent on the 

business’ continuation.   

 

RTÉ further states that while Mr. Cullen’s relationship with his bank was detailed from his 

point of view, no matters of public debate or policy were raised which required a balancing 

perspective.  There has been no challenge in the complaint or elsewhere to the key matters of 

fact discussed in the interview, such as Mr. Cullen’s investment in the business, the number 

of jobs supported by it, or the current profitability of the enterprise. The complainant alleges 

the presenter did not “put the case on behalf of the listener”.  RTÉ claims that in fact, at two 

separate points the presenter referred to listeners’ responses to the interview, which were 

with one exception entirely supportive of Mr. Cullen.  That one question from a listener asked 

if it was true that Mr. Cullen had said on The Late Late Show that he would not pay certain 

debts; this was put to Mr. Cullen by the presenter and he replied that he had said that blood 

could not be gotten from a stone.   
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RTÉ believes the question was put impartially, the answer offered no opportunity for a 

supplementary question and no purpose would have been served by repeating it in the light of 

Mr. Cullen’s concise and definitive answer.      

 

RTÉ maintains that the appropriate questions were put in an interview in which the 

presenter’s role was to draw out the experience of one person and that the complainant’s 

view represents a subjective response to the interview’s tone rather than an appraisal of its 

purpose and content.  

 

Finally, RTÉ refers to the complainant’s allusion to a possible conflict of interest by the 

presenter.  Although the complaint pre-dates the introduction of the BAI Code on Fairness, 

Objectivity & Impartiality in News & Current Affairs, RTÉ wishes it to be noted that in keeping 

with long-standing practice in their News & Current Affairs, had there been any such conflict 

of interest, the presenter would have made this known to the appropriate editorial authority.  

No such notice was given and therefore it is RTÉ’s clear understanding, in keeping with the 

BAI Code, that no such conflict exists.    

 

Decision of Executive Complaints Forum: 

When considering the complaint, the members of the Forum reviewed the broadcast, the 

submissions of the complainant and the broadcaster.  The Forum also had regard to Section 

48(1)(a)(fairness, objectivity and impartiality in current affairs) under which the complaint was 

submitted.  

 

The Forum noted that this was a factual interview conducted by the presenter with Bill Cullen, who 

outlined the importance of succeeding in getting the High Court agreement to appoint an examiner 

to his hotel business.  The presenter posed various questions in relation to Mr. Cullen’s current 

financial position and how he might pay back the banks.   Mr. Cullen responded by outlining the 

efforts he had made citing the properties that he sold and others offered to the bank including “the 

block of apartments beside the hotel Pat, and I am sure you are familiar with them” to which the 

presenter agreed saying “mmm”.  The discussion continued around the prices that hotels in the 

area were selling at currently and the cash flow problem at Mr. Cullen’s hotel.   

 

The Forum found that the interview was centred on Mr. Cullen’s current financial problems relating 

to his hotel and all questions put by the presenter were appropriate.  Contrary to the complainant’s 

claim that the presenter referred to the apartment block, the Forum found it was Mr. Cullen who 

referred to offering this block of apartments to the bank.  The Forum found no indication of any 

conflict of interest on the part of the presenter because the presenter agreed that he may be 

familiar with the apartments.  Knowledge of the existence of apartments does not constitute a 

conflict of interest and the complainant did not demonstrate that any apparent conflict existed that 

should have been declared. 

 

Taking the broadcast into consideration together with the complaint material, the Forum was of the 

view that the complaint did not raise issues that required further consideration and, accordingly, 

the complaint was deemed resolved.  
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Complaint made by:  Mr. Michael Blanch                                                              Ref. No. 61/13 
 
Station:    

 
Programme:    

 
Date: 

RTÉ Radio 1 The History Show 5 May 2013 
 
Complaint Summary: 

Mr. Blanch’s complaint is submitted on behalf of the Committee for Commemoration of Irish 

Famine Victims (CCIFV) under the Broadcasting Act 2009, Section 48(1)(a)(fairness, objectivity 

and impartiality in current affairs) and (b) (harm & offence, Code of Programme Standards: section 

3.5.1 factual programming). 

 

The complainant claims that during the programme the presenter referred to the National Famine 

Memorial Day (NFMD) taking place in Kilrush on 12 May this year.  However, he also stated that 

this Memorial Day has been going since 2009.  The complainant states that this is an inaccurate 

statement as the inaugural National Famine Memorial Day took place in Dublin on 25
 
May 2008.  

The complainant claims this false and inaccurate reporting featured, not only on this programme 

but also in news reports.  The complainant acknowledges that to get it wrong is human error, even 

after 5 years and 6 National Famine Memorial Day commemorations.  However, to be slow to 

correct is the multiplication of the error and inaccuracy of the RTÉ reporting.   

 

The complainant states that the overseas NFMD event takes place on 25 August 2013 in Sydney, 

Australia and if there is no opportunity to set the record straight before this date, then, he suggests 

that this would be the opportunity to reclaim credibility and reputation as the national broadcaster. 

  

Broadcaster’s Response: 

 

Initial response to complainant: 

RTÉ states that it is important for them to get every detail broadcast correctly and it is their 

policy to correct errors.  It is RTÉ’s intention to clarify the date on the next occasion the 

famine is discussed on the programme.  Such a correction would be more effective in the 

context of a discussion on the subject of the Famine rather than as a short stand alone few 

sentences in the middle of a discussion on unrelated topics. 

 

Further response from RTÉ to complainant: 

RTÉ states that it this not egregious enough a mistake to warrant the broadcast out of context 

of a correction.  However, it is, of course, something which should be reported accurately in 

future coverage.  To that end RTÉ promised to forward related correspondence to the 

appropriate editorial executives in RTÉ News, Radio and Television.  

 

Response to BAI: 

RTÉ states that the National Famine Commemoration Day 2013 at Kilrush, County Clare, was 

marked extensively on RTÉ radio and television. The event was reported on the Six-One 

News and Nine O’Clock News of Sunday 12 May 2013.  On Monday 13 May, Nationwide 

broadcast an entire programme on the subject, focussed on the Kilrush commemoration.  
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On Sunday 5 May, The History Show carried a five-minute preview of the National Famine 

Commemoration Day, recorded on location in Kilrush.  The introduction to the report stated 

that “The National Famine Commemoration is an annual day of observance which was 

established in 2009 to remember the Great Irish Famine.”  This account was brought to the 

attention of RTÉ by Mr. Blanch by e-mail on 17 May in which he stated that the inaugural 

event was in 2008 and requested “a retraction, an apology and a response published and 

announced promptly.” 

 

RTÉ states that although Mr. Blanch’s mail was promptly acknowledged, unfortunately a 

substantive reply had to await the return from sick leave of a member of the production team. 

Upon their return, the production team member wrote to Mr. Blanch on 8 June last to thank 

him for pointing out the discrepancy which he had asserted as Chairperson of the Committee 

for the Commemoration of the Irish Famine Victims (CCIFV), which had organised an annual 

commemorative event since 2004. The production team member committed to a clarification 

at the first opportunity offered on the programme. 

 

RTÉ understands that the CCIFV commemoration of 25 May 2008 was accompanied by an 

official reception hosted by Mr. John Curran, T.D., Minister of State at the Department of 

Community, Rural and Gaeltacht Affairs, described in the press release of 23 May 2008 by 

the Department as being “to complement a community event to be held in Dublin that day 

marking the Great Famine.”  

 

A subsequent release by the same Department, dated 22 July 2008, announced the first 

meeting of the National Famine Commemoration Committee and designated the event of May 

2008 as having been “the first National Famine Commemoration Day, which was held on 25 

May 2008, when John Curran TD, Minister of State at the Department of Community, Rural 

and Gaeltacht Affairs, hosted an official reception in the Custom House to complement a 

community event held in Dublin on that day, marking the Great Famine.  At this reception, 

Minister Curran announced that a National Famine Commemoration Committee was to be 

established.”  

 

While believing that it is accurate to state that the annual event has been organised by the 

Government since the 2009 commemoration, RTÉ is glad to accept the designation of the 

2008 commemoration as the inaugural National Famine Commemoration Day and to carry 

through the commitment of the Producer of The History Show to a clarification at the first 

opportunity.  

 

RTÉ believes that its coverage of the National Famine Commemoration Day 2013 was, for 

the great part, accurate as well as fair, objective, impartial and extensive and that its mention 

of the event’s provenance reflected a slightly complicated history. 

 

Decision of Executive Complaints Forum: 

When considering the complaint, the members of the Forum reviewed the broadcast, the 

submissions of the complainant and the broadcaster.  The Forum also had regard to Sections 

48(1)(a)(fairness, objectivity and impartiality in current affairs) and (b)(harm and offence, Code of 

Programme Standards; section 3.5) under which the complaint was submitted. 
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The Forum noted that the complaint referred to a statement made regarding the National Famine 

Memorial Day (NFMD) which takes place each year.  The complainant claims that the presenter 

referred to the Memorial Day taking place since 2009.  However, the complainant states that the 

inaugural NFMD took place in Dublin on 25 May 2008.   The complainant claims that this was false 

and inaccurate reporting and it not only featured on this programme but also in later news reports. 

The complainant, on behalf of the Committee for Commemoration of Irish Famine Victims, 

requested RTÉ to issue an apology from all the RTÉ news programmes and the History Show. 

 

The Forum noted that the broadcaster did err when introducing the report on this programme 

regarding the year of the inaugural year of the NFMD.  However, the Forum was of the view that 

the error was not significant and did not amount to a lack of fairness, objectivity and impartiality on 

the part of the broadcaster.  The Forum also notes that RTÉ admitted the error when brought to its 

attention by the complainant and has given a commitment to clarify this in future coverage.   

 

The Forum was of the view that the complaint did not raise issues that required further 

consideration and, accordingly, the complaint was deemed closed.  
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