Stage 2 complaint to BBC Executive Complaints Unit (ECU) From Naomi Wimborne-Idrissi

The Stage 1 responses did not answer my criticism, they reinforced the faults in the original
programme, addressing me as an ideological adversary. | ask ECU to refer to my original complaint
and my reply to the Stage 1a response.

The programme breached the BBC’s obligation to provide unbiased, balanced coverage, by
presenting one side of a major political issue that is hotly contested and dangerously divisive. It
relied entirely on the opinions of individuals and organisations who assert that the vast majority of
British Jews are living in fear, threatened by hostility towards Israel emanating from the Palestine
solidarity movement.

Both programme and responses were biased and unbalanced. The responses:

- Defended Panorama’s failure to examine the humane motives behind the Palestine
solidarity movement, which includes many Jews, insisting it was in the public interest to focus
exclusively on those who identify with Israel and regard expressions of support for Palestinians as
a threat.

- Defended failing to discuss the “IHRA definition”, which defines anti-Zionist speech as
antisemitic and is widely used to suppress support for-Palestine. | was told it was not relevant
because it had not been relied on in court cases concerning serious violent anti-Jewish crimes. This
is disingenuous. What is or is not antisemitic is a fundamental question. | was simply pointing out
the inadmissibility of basing a whole documentary on the assumption that Jews are in fear of
antisemitic attack without mentioning differing interpretations of what constitutes antisemitism.

- Failed to answer questions about the Jewish fears expressed or reported in the
programme, eg, Julia Neuberger’s assertion that people demonstrating for Palestine were “mostly”
motivated by antisemitism; is a Jewish student's discomfort at a slogan chalked on a pavement
“Zionism off campus” or a Jewish health worker’s disapproval of anti-Israel sentiments expressed
by colleagues, proof that Jews are victims of dangerous levels of antisemitism?

- Dismissed diversity of Jewish views. | was told that 12 percent of Jews who were anti-
Zionist were irrelevant to the Panorama programme, because the bulk of Jews regard Israel as
central to their identity. This insults the significant and growing number who are non-Zionist, and
many more who are Zionist but oppose the calls platformed in the programme for restrictions on
Palestine protest.

- Used statements from the Home Secretary and Chief Constables as arguments to justify
the programme’s one-sided stance. The fact that the political and police establishment are
pursuing dangerously repressive measures against certain protest movements does not justify
Panorama showcasing those views as if they were consensual.

- Insisted that the programme was tolerant of criticism of Israel, while uncritically
presenting, as examples of antisemitism, statements which are widely supported expressions of
support for Palestinians.

| explained why the statement “Since 2023 more than 3,500 people have been arrested on pro-
Palestinian protests and marches, nearly 3,000 of them in London” was misleading and should be
corrected.

Panorama must conform to BBC guidelines regarding due accuracy — “adequate and appropriate to
the output, taking account of the subject and nature of the content, the likely audience



expectation and any additional information provided by the BBC that may influence that
expectation.”

These guidelines were flouted by an inflated figure for arrests being spoken over footage of a
Palestine solidarity demonstration, followed by Jonathan Hall saying “There is open hatred on the
streets” and then a series of examples of violent Nazi language and other clearly antisemitic
behaviour.

The Stage 1b response asserted that the overall arrest figures were “clearly sourced” and “ allowed
the audience to understand the extent of alleged lawbreaking associated with these marches and
protests, over a two-year period.” Disingenuous again. The response insisted there were no police
figures to provide the clarity Panorama viewer deserved. Not true. ChatGPT can verify different
types of arrests at different times. What it says is not clear is “how the programme arrived at the
3,500/3,000 numbers”...“The publicly available Met data points in a significantly different
direction, but without the BBC's source material it is not possible to determine whether Panorama
was using a broader definition of arrests than viewers would naturally assume.” In other words, a
programme which purported to give facts about “alleged lawbreaking” on pro-Palestine
demonstrations actually muddied the waters and unjustifiably portrayed overwhelmingly peaceful
protests as a source of violent threat to Jews. | would appreciate a response which includes the
editorial evidence pack that presumably was relied upon in making the programme.

BBC Complaints Team 1b response sent June 3, 2026
Dear Naomi Wimborne-Idrissi,

Thank you for your email, please treat this as a response to your 1b complaint. We would advise
that any further communications need to be directed through the central Complaints process and
not to the programme team directly.

| cannot agree that the programme demonstrated bias or that it took a political position of any
kind. Rather it sought to fairly and accurately, reflect the concerns of a community in the face of
rising hatred and violent attacks on Jewish people and property.

Whilst you are of course at liberty to criticise a Panorama programme, you can’t expect it to take
an editorial approach which more closely aligns with your particular political views. Furthermore,
that it did not align with those views is not evidence of the bias you perceive. The BBC's editorial
independence is sacrosanct and given the increasing concern about antisemitic hate, abuse and
attacks, this Panorama was squarely in the public interest, and it was produced in accordance with
the BBC’s editorial guidelines.

Our programme was about rising levels of anti-Semitism, it did not ‘promote’ the idea that Jews
should be afraid of Palestinian solidarity protest as you suggest, rather it reported that very many
mainstream Jewish organisations and individuals are alarmed by what they see and hear during
these protests and marches. We understand you take a different view to the majority of Jewish
people in the UK, who describe themselves as ‘Zionist’ and who find the words and actions of
some protestors and protest groups to be concerning.

In a programme of limited duration and aimed at a general audience, it is not possible to deliver
every facet of the varying viewpoints that exist, some of which you articulate. It would be entirely
possible to devote an entire programme to the debate around the IHRA definition, but that was



not the editorial focus of this programme, so | cannot agree that it was irresponsible not to include
it.

The programme used data published by the Home Office sourced from Police figures, for the year
ending March 2025. These figures do not define hate crime according to an IHRA definition, they
use the common definition agreed upon by the Police, the Crown Prosecution Service and the
National Offender Management Service in 2007. Nine years before the IHRA definition was
published.

At the trial of Faiz Shah, Mohammad Comrie and Elijah Adeleke Racis Ogunnubi-Sime for
kidnapping and assault against Itay Kashti, Judge Catherine Richards, having heard the evidence
including the telegram messages exchanged between the offenders said in her sentencing remarks:
“I have no doubt that this offence is aggravated under section 66 of the Sentencing Act and that
Mr Kashti was targeted due to his Jewish heritage and that the offence was motivated by religious
and racial hostility. In my judgment, that justifies a significant increase in the sentence to one of 10
years’ imprisonment before | consider mitigation and credit for your guilty plea.”

At the trial of Walid Saadaoui and Bilel Saadaoui Amar Hussein, in connection with the Manchester
attack plot Judge Justice Wall having heard all the evidence said in his sentencing remarks:

“You intended to use AK47 Kalashnikov automatic weapons to launch a deadly attack on the
streets of Manchester. You intended to wait for the Jewish community of the city to organise a
marech, fire indiscriminately into the crowd of marchers and then make your escape You would then
go the Cheetham Hill area of the city. It is an area at the heart of the Manchester Jewish eruv. It is
replete with Jewish schools, nurseries, schuls and businesses. There you intended to carry on your
deadly attack.”

“I next consider your motivation for preparing to act in this way. You are antisemitic. You intended
to target the Jewish community. Your conversations and postings make it clear how deep seated
your hatred is for Jewish people.”

“This is clearly a harm category 1 case; it is a case in which “multiple deaths were risked and very
likely to be caused”. Had you been successful in carrying out your plans, this would likely have been
one of the deadliest terrorist attacks ever carried out on British soil.”

In neither of these cases was the IHRA definition of antisemitism mentioned, the Judges rely on
the guidelines for hate crime sentencing in section 66 of the Sentencing Act.

With regards to the number of protestors arrested, as we have already said, we asked the
Metropolitan Police for a breakdown, and were told, they did not have that data. But in any event,
this was not an investigation into the police or the protests and the overall arrest figures, which
were clearly sourced, allowed the audience to understand the extent of alleged lawbreaking
associated with these marches and protests, over a two-year period. Because the programme did
not name Palestine Action or go into any details about its activities there was no editorial
requirement to reference its proscription or the attempts to overturn that. | only referenced it in
my previous response as you were disputing the total arrest numbers because some were
connected to showing support for Palestine Action, an organisation which is still proscribed.

Previously you complained about the script line: “Since 2023 — more than 3,500 people have been
arrested on pro-Palestinian protests and marches, nearly 3,000 of them in London.” Saying this
figure is “factually inaccurate” and “the Palestinian protest figures were massively overstated”.
You have not provided any evidence these figures which were supplied by the Police were



inaccurate or overstated. Now you say the aggregate figure should be reclassified according to
different types of protest activity and further broken down into charges and convictions.

It is not possible to include a breakdown of arrests, charges and convictions. This information was
not released with the aggregate figure, it comes out piecemeal, so you can find individual reports
of some arrests but the court process takes longer than the time available to make the
programme. You ask for instance if there were genuine cases of incitement — we were able to state
that protest organisers Ben Jamal and Chris Nineham were found guilty of breaching Public Order
Act conditions imposed on them ahead of a protest they had organised in January 2025 and
inciting others to do the same because they were convicted on the 1% April 2026, in advance of the
programme’s broadcast. It was not possible to do this with all the arrests. For example, Samuel
Williams who took part in a Palestine Coalition protest on the 11*" October 2025 and chanted “Put
the zios in the ground” was charged with Stirring up Racial Hatred under the Public Order Act, but
his trial date has been set for 17'" January 2028. Azza Zaki, Haya Adam, and Abdallah Alanzi, have
been arrested and charged with stirring up racial hatred at a protest on 17 December 2025, but no
trial date has yet been confirmed. So the outcomes will not be known before those dates.

It remains a fact that hateful and violent behaviour has been recorded at pro-Palestinian protests,
and this in turn has led many in the Jewish community and independent experts like Jonathan Hall,
to call for a re-think on how these protests are policed. The police have acknowledged these
concerns and said that they too are re-thinking how they approach such protests. This was a
legitimate matter of public interest on which Panorama is entitled to report.

Further context if needed: the announcement by the Home Secretary Shabana Mahmood in
November 2025:

“Following the terrorist attack in Manchester on 2 October, the Home Secretary announced an
independent review of existing public order and hate crime legislation.

This resulted from concerns around community tensions and the impact of disruptive and
intimidating protests and hate crime on the cohesion and safety of society.

The government will always protect the right to lawful protest and free speech, but we will not
tolerate individuals or groups who intimidate others, incite hatred, or create disorder.

The review will therefore look at the powers police have to manage protests and the current hate
crime laws, including offences for aggravated behaviour and “stirring up” hatred.

It will examine whether existing legislation is effective and proportionate, and whether it protects
communities from hate and intimidation.” [1]

And the joint statement by the Chief Constables of the two largest police forces in England, the
Metropolitan and Greater Manchester Police forces on the 17th December 2025, in which they
said:

“The words and chants used, especially in protests, matter and have real world consequences. We
have consistently been advised by the CPS that many of the phrases causing fear in Jewish
communities don’t meet prosecution thresholds. Now, in the escalating threat context, we will
recalibrate to be more assertive.

We know communities are concerned about placards and chants such as “globalise the intifada”
and those using it at future protest or in a targeted way should expect the Met and GMP to take
action. Violent acts have taken place, the context has changed - words have meaning and



consequence. We will act decisively and make arrests.

Frontline officers will be briefed on this enhanced approach. We will also use powers under the
Public Order Act, including conditions around London synagogues during services.”[2]

The programme also addressed the issue of antisemitism being spread online, again a legitimate
area of editorial focus and as such | cannot agree that this builds a case or reinforces a position
against the Palestinian solidarity movement, particularly as you will know from the programme
that no such argument was advanced in the film, either expressly or implicitly.

As | have already said, the programme made the point, more than once that it is entirely legitimate
to criticise the actions of the Israeli government and that such criticism is not antisemitic.
However, when British Jews are blamed for the actions of the Israeli government, this can cross a
line into antisemitism. As you will know Panorama and the BBC more broadly have made many
films exploring the plight and cause of the Palestinian people. However, this film was focused on
the lived experience of many British Jews and as such, in a film of limited duration it was not
editorially necessary to address the Palestinian cause in the way you suggest we should have done
or would have preferred.

It is clear that you are unhappy with the balance of views expressed in the programme and that
you believe that this created a distorted or false narrative about Jews being afraid of pro-Palestine
protests. To be clear, the BBC did not create this narrative, we were simply reporting what a large
number of British Jewish people say, you may not agree with them, but that does not mean we
should not report on this or that it was wrong to do so.

When | explained the factual basis behind the editorial focus for the programme there was no
intention to imply any hierarchy of racism as you suggest. Instead | was pointing out why this was a
legitimate matter of public interest and for context gave a contrasting figure for the community
which is reported to receive the largest number in absolute terms of religiously motivated hate
incidents. As you will know, The Home Office also considers data of this kind on a per head of
population basis.

You say the programme referred to Home Office statistics suggesting that Jewish people are nine
times more likely than Muslims to suffer religious hate crimes. This is incorrect. What the
programme said was:

“Last year there were around 10,000 religiously motivated hate crimes recorded by police in
England and Wales.

The Muslim community is more than ten times larger than the Jewish community - and it was the
single most targeted group.

With a spike in Islamophobic hate crime after the Southport knife attack.

Yet when it comes to per head of population Jews experienced more than eight times as many hate
crime incidents as Muslims.”

You present no evidence that the Home Office statistic quoted in the programme is incorrect. The
figures quoted are for religious hate crime and do not “operate within a hierarchy of racisms” as
you claim. While you say “ it is problematic to operate in a hierarchy of racisms” you then go on to
say that hostility against Muslims, Black people, and particularly Roma, far outstrips that towards
Jews.



Returning to the point, about the film being clear about it being perfectly legitimate to criticise the
actions of the Israeli government, it is instructive to provide the full quote you take from Itay
Kashti, given the argument you seek to make:

“There’s a lot of prejudice, against ummm Jewish people in general, and Israel in particular. And
people may like or not like their politics. In the same way, | don't like the politics in Israel. You
know, it's fine. You can like or dislike the politics of the country. But it doesn't mean you need to
judge the individual people that come out of it on that basis.”

He could not be clearer, that it is wrong to be prejudiced against an entire country but that it is
perfectly legitimate to criticise the government, its politics, and its actions. He does not say that
critics of Israel are prejudiced against Jewish people in general as you say in your email.

It is also instructive to provide the full quote from Yoni in the film:

There's been so much hatred and so much anger towards the Jewish community for something
that's happening thousands of miles away. You're allowed to criticise a government, you're
allowed to criticise a country, But when the actions and the words and the hatred that you show
spills over into actions like what happened at Heaton Park on that morning, that's a very different
story.

It is not clear how this can be interpreted to say that he too is assuming that critics of Israeli
government policy are prejudiced. Rather, he is discussing how legitimate criticism can spill over
into hatred, and that hatred can spill over into violence. As someone who was injured in the
Heaton Park attack, he is more than entitled to have this opinion and on any ordinary reading of
his words, they do not support the point you are seeking to advance.

For most Jews their Jewishness is intrinsically tied up with Zionism and their emotional, spiritual,
and religious attachment to the state of Israel. Therefore, it is logical to assume that they will feel
intimidated when presented with anti-Zionist statements.

At 12% of all British Jews, anti-Zionists are clearly a small minority. Whilst it is clear that you would
have preferred that the programme more closely interrogated the views of this small minority, this
was not the editorial focus of this film.

In your email of April 27th you said:

Rather than using a dubious reading of data from the Institute for Jewish Policy Research to
promote the idea that Jews are fleeing the UK for Israel because of rising pro-Palestinian
antisemitism, Panorama could have performed a service for community cohesion by highlighting
tentative moves among Jewish organisations to speak out against what Israel is doing and
publicly back calls for it to stop.

I’'m sorry if | misunderstood your meaning here, but | do not accept that our use of the data was
‘dubious’. Your point ten does not explain why it was dubious, but in any event, these survey
findings were appropriately reported.

| hope that | have been able to address your further points.
This concludes Stage 1 of our complaints process. That means we can’t correspond with you

further here. If you remain unhappy, you can now contact the BBC’s Executive Complaints Unit
(ECU). The ECU is Stage 2 of the BBC’s complaints process. You’ll need to explain why you think



there’s a potential breach of standards, or if the issue is significant and should still be investigated.
Please do so within 20 working days of this reply.



