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Broadcasting Complaints Commission

Coimisidn um Ghearain Chraolachain





Complaint made by: Mr. Nick Park  Ref. 26/05
	Station: 
 
	Programme:
  
	Date:

	Newstalk 106
	‘The Orla Barry Show’
	24 February  2005


Complaint Summary:

Mr. Park’s complaint under Section 24(2)(b)(taste & decency) and (c)(privacy of an individual) of the Broadcasting Act 2001, refers to an interview on the above show.  On the programme comments concerning the size of a British Cabinet Minister’s genitalia were made.  Mr. Park states that the guest referred, on two occasions, to what had been seen in a shared shower and changing facility at the House of Commons.  Following this the presenter, Orla Barry, commented “….she hoped no one from the British Embassy was listening”.  Mr. Park found these references unacceptable on the grounds of taste and decency and also, irrespective of the individual concerned, he believes this to be an obvious breach of privacy.

Station’s Response:

In their response, Newstalk 106 state that this section of the programme is the “Ask Ross” slot.  This is a tongue in cheek, irreverent look at life’s problems and everything discussed is done in a flippant manner. This segment is listener-driven and relies on spontaneous comments by listeners with equally spontaneous studio reaction.  On this particular day, an off the cuff remark was made in a light-hearted manner and it was not meant to offend or be taken seriously.  Newstalk 106 sincerely regret Mr. Park was offended.

Decision of the Commission:

The Broadcasting Complaints Commission rejected the complaint made by Mr. Nick Park.  The Commission was of the view that NewsTalk 106 did not infringe Sections 24(2)(b)(taste & decency) and (c)(privacy of an individual).  The tone of the piece was humourous in nature and it was presented in a witty manner.  On hearing the piece, a listener would instantly know that it was a light-hearted conversation.  The Commission was of the view that this broadcast item was inoffensive and also, there was no evidence of an invasion of privacy.  The complaint was rejected.
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