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1. Summary of Complaint

1.1.

1.2.

1.3.

1.4.

2.1.

2.2.

2.3.

24,

The Complainant is Michelle Moshelian (“the Complainant”), a third party
who is seeking a correction to a published article.

The Respondent is The Canary (“the Publisher”), an independent news
website covering current affairs, which has been regulated by Impress since
21 August 2017.

The complaint concerns an article that first appeared in The Canary on 5
December 2025 with the headline “Ousman Noor on trial: Zionist lobby
seeks to silence free speech”.

The complaint is assessed against the Impress Standards Code. The
relevant clause is:

Clause 1.3 — Whilst free to be partisan, publishers must not misrepresent or
distort the facts.

Background

The article is an opinion piece concerning Ousman Noor, described as an
“Anti-Zionist” barrister, who the Publisher says is “facing charges under the
UK Terrorism Act (2000) for speaking out against Israeli occupation and
genocidal violence”.

The article continues by explaining how Noor is due to “stand trial” before
the Bar Standards Board, “who will determine his future and ability to
practice law and the extent to which UK lawyers can freely express
themselves without fear of reprisal’. The article includes excerpts of
interview material with Noor throughout.

The article proceeds to provide some background on Noor, including his
role as Government Relations Manager for Campaign to Stop Killer Robots
(SKR), his experiences when attending the UN General Assembly in New
York on October 7 2023, and his subsequent activism.

The article then turns to the investigation by the Bar Standards Board into
Noor, based on a complaint from UK Lawyers for Israel which alleged that
Noor expressed “support for a ‘terrorist organisation” in a Tweet he posted
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2.5.

2.6.

from Jordan. The article states that “the tweet argued that Hezbollah had
the legal and moral right to use military force against the Israeli occupation
forces” and, on the same day, Noor “published a 12-minute [video] in which
he qualified his argument with a legal analysis”. This video was embedded
in the article but is now inaccessible as Noor’s Twitter/X account which
hosted the video no longer exists. The article then details the Bar Standards
Board’s claim that Noor has “brought the profession into disrepute”.

The final section of the article details the author’s views on Noor’s case and
how “political pressure...has led to the misuse of terrorism legislation to
muzzle, intimidate, and punish a legal professional in the absence of an
investigation”. The article then outlines how Noor “wants Zionism to be the
focus of the trial”, a political ideology which he says “is based on supremacy
and extermination”.

The article concludes with some further thoughts from Noor regarding his
feelings about the forthcoming “trial”, before listing adjudication dates at the
Bar Tribunal and Adjudication Service in London.

3. The Complaint

3.1.

3.2.

3.3.

The Complainant contacted the Impress on 6 December 2025, requesting
that her complaint be forwarded to the Publisher on her behalf. Impress
forwarded the complaint to the Publisher on 8 December 2025. The
complaint was made on grounds of Clauses 1 — Accuracy, 4 -
Discrimination, 5 — Harassment and 10 — Transparency. The Publisher
made one amendment to the article in response, but rejected the remaining
arguments presented, as it did not consider that the article breached the
Standards Code.

A full copy of correspondence between the parties was provided to the
Regulatory Committee.

The Complainant was not satisfied with the Publisher's response and
subsequently escalated the complaint to Impress on 16 March 2026.
Following assessment, Impress judged that various points of complaint
raised by the Complainant did not engage the Code. However, Impress
determined there were grounds to investigate one point of complaint in
relation to Clause 1. After seeking clarification of the basis for the complaint,
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3.4.

3.5.

41.

4.2.

4.3.

4.4.

5.1.

Impress confirmed the substance of the complaint as follows, a full copy of
which was provided to the Committee.

The Complainant argues that the Publisher presented a false claim by
stating that Ousman Noor is facing ‘charges under the UK Terrorism Act
(2000)'.

The Complainant claims that the Bar Standards Board does not bring
criminal charges, does not prosecute under the Terrorism Act, and has no
powers under that Act. The Complainant argues that the article presents this
as factual reporting rather than opinion.

Response of Publication

Impress invited the Publisher to provide additional information in response
to the Complainant. The Publisher’s response is summarised below, a full
copy of which was provided to the Committee.

In response to the complaint, the Publisher states that the author relied on
Ousman Noor's own statement regarding his prosecution under the
Terrorism Act. The Publisher clarifies that this was in the opening paragraph
of the following article: https://www.crowdjustice.com/case/stop-zionist-
control-over-uk-legal-professions/.

The Publisher adds that the article later makes clear the nuance that the
Bar Council is using Hezbollah’s proscription under the Terrorism Act to take
action again Noor, and therefore this action by the Bar Council is due to that
legislation.

The Publisher acknowledges that the case’s context could have been made
clearer, and that the term ‘prosecute’ should have been placed in quotation
marks, attributed to Noor. The Publisher however believes that the article’s
fundamentals remain correct.

Compliance

The Publisher complied with the requirements of the Impress Regulatory
Scheme (Clause 4.2) by acknowledging this complaint within 7 calendar
days and issuing a final decision letter to the Complainant within 21 calendar
days.


https://atpscan.global.hornetsecurity.com/?d=6w992SDl7lrXWZ4r2NPFOqDyh45hN3HZz2sNOtUh8jQ&f=90OgIiT_HbsfZvam6LEH0Ygpak2ebUDbeW8V0Kh05-XJ6vTT0LL3p-Lt4xYUUSbz&i=&k=kZHs&m=AwzLKznlC_ae2-VdjocTG9gamH4An-ZJ_PkXOEbakirmi-eFytZcM7SQjyuFTF5DKeDUYdmtMbxRySHWFQ8cI88fmGVHlTKr-DzXlkrLnkmQhA1w9OM91xmoD1aLv9c_&n=Zs1aO0ym1n6QiAkyOlpk7cg0i2rqJ-OASbIxSZ49N888vUAVG1uQQI4_QWADQ1E4&r=obBFZoHy0GZ-z7GbhIe5KHxj8CjcL3eQzFiApd4Cek7xfN1XejCwWSyucmN_5-fu&s=e4cc8790220e243c3450e8b9db4fea0fda1303f0626ac4a228e91605c3988e14&u=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.crowdjustice.com%2Fcase%2Fstop-zionist-control-over-uk-legal-professions%2F
https://atpscan.global.hornetsecurity.com/?d=6w992SDl7lrXWZ4r2NPFOqDyh45hN3HZz2sNOtUh8jQ&f=90OgIiT_HbsfZvam6LEH0Ygpak2ebUDbeW8V0Kh05-XJ6vTT0LL3p-Lt4xYUUSbz&i=&k=kZHs&m=AwzLKznlC_ae2-VdjocTG9gamH4An-ZJ_PkXOEbakirmi-eFytZcM7SQjyuFTF5DKeDUYdmtMbxRySHWFQ8cI88fmGVHlTKr-DzXlkrLnkmQhA1w9OM91xmoD1aLv9c_&n=Zs1aO0ym1n6QiAkyOlpk7cg0i2rqJ-OASbIxSZ49N888vUAVG1uQQI4_QWADQ1E4&r=obBFZoHy0GZ-z7GbhIe5KHxj8CjcL3eQzFiApd4Cek7xfN1XejCwWSyucmN_5-fu&s=e4cc8790220e243c3450e8b9db4fea0fda1303f0626ac4a228e91605c3988e14&u=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.crowdjustice.com%2Fcase%2Fstop-zionist-control-over-uk-legal-professions%2F
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5.2.

5.3.

5.4.

5.5.

The Complainant however requested that Impress separately investigate
concerns regarding alleged non-engagement from the Publisher following
her submission of eight other complaints between 15 October 2025 and 7
March 2026. The Complainant explained that she did not receive final
decision responses within the required 21-day timeframe for these
complaints, and did not receive a response at all for two of them. The
Complainant also argued that the responses ultimately provided by the
Publisher were characterised by extreme brevity and a dismissal of
evidence. The Complainant therefore alleged that Clause 4 of the
Regulatory Scheme had been breached by the Publisher.

Impress agreed to investigate this matter and invited the Publisher to
respond to the Complainant’'s concerns. The Publisher stated that the
Complainant submitted multiple complaints within a short period, which it
considered vexatious and politically motivated. The Publisher added that the
complaint submissions were made to different email addresses, resulting in
some being addressed more promptly than others. The Publisher also
explained that it had no internal record in the first instance of three of the
complaints submitted. The Publisher further stated that it was undergoing
an internal restructuring at the time of the complaints, which delayed some
responses longer than expected.

The Impress Regulatory Committee considered the representations
submitted by both parties. The Committee noted that the exact content of a
final decision response is at a publisher’s discretion, provided it is prompt
and fair, with decisions based on sufficient investigation of the
circumstances (Clause 4.1). The Committee also noted the Publisher's
arguments and acknowledged that publishers may on occasion view
complaints as vexatious for example. However, the Committee determined
that this does not alleviate a publisher's obligations under Clause 4.2 in
relation to the timeframes for acknowledging and responding to complaints.
The Committee considered that the Publisher should have promptly
communicated with the Complainant in relation to any delays to the
provision of final decision responses.

The Committee therefore concluded that Clause 4 of the Regulatory
Scheme had been breached by the Publisher. The Committee advised the
Publisher to conduct a thorough review of its complaints handling procedure
to ensure full compliance with the Scheme going forward. This process
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should include review of its internal systems and designated complaints
email address to ensure that all submitted complaints are safely received,
recorded and responded to within the required timeframes. The Committee
requested the Publisher to provide assurance that it will take steps to ensure
that complaints are handled in accordance with its obligations under the
Regulatory Scheme.

6. Analysis and Findings

6.1.

6.2.

6.3.

The Committee considered the Guidance on Clause 1.3 of the Standards
Code, which sets out that while the clause safeguards the rights of
journalists to present personal opinions in comment pieces, journalists are
also required to ensure the information informing their opinions or ‘take’ on
a given story is accurate.

The Committee considered the statement complained of — ‘facing charges
under the UK Terrorism Act (2000)’ — and also referred to the phrase ‘stand
trial’, which appears in the opening section of the article. The Committee
noted that both these phrases have specific meanings in a legal context and
would be widely understood by the average reader as relating to criminal
proceedings, rather than disciplinary proceedings which the Bar Standards
Board (BSB) has the jurisdiction to undertake as a regulatory body.

The Committee noted the Publisher’s argument that the article later explains
the nuance of its viewpoint that the BSB is using Hezbollah’s proscription
under the Terrorism Act to take action against Ousman Noor. However, the
Committee did not consider that this effectively clarified the fact that the BSB
does not have the ability to ‘bring charges’ against individuals or prosecute
under the Terrorism Act 2000, as was suggested in the statement
complained of. Whilst publishers are entitled to be partisan, the Committee
determined that this statement created a distorted version of the facts which
acted as a proxy for the Publisher's own worldview on the impact of
terrorism legislation in the UK. Therefore, the Committee found the
Publisher in breach of Clause 1.3.

7. Sanctions and Remedies

7.1,

The Committee considered that a proportionate remedy for the breach
would be for The Canary to publish a short correction statement and link to
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7.2.

the adjudication in the article. This would be positioned under the headline
but above the body text.

The correction should read as follows:

An Impress ruling found that The Canary incorrectly stated in this article that
Ousman Noor was ‘facing charges under the Terrorism Act (2000)’,
resulting in a distortion of the facts for the reader (breach of Clause 1.3 of
the Impress Standards Code). The article did not make clear that the Bar
Standards Board does not have the ability to bring charges against any
individuals or prosecute under the Terrorism Act 2000. The full adjudication
by Impress can be accessed here.



