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FEDERAL APPEALS PANEL

SUMMARY

1.

2.

I have been designated as case manager of this appeal.

This is an appeal by Rebecca Jones against a decision of a Federal Party Complaints

Panel (“Panel”) held by Zoom on 8 November 2021 before a Panel made up of Nick
Carthew, Bill Morrison and Alexandra Simpson (“Convener”)

The issue before the Panel was whether Edward Lucas (“Respondent”) brought the

Party into disrepute and specifically the public posts he had made on his Twitter
account, and the articles written between 2012 and 2021, were transphobic and
materially disagreed with the fundamental values and objectivity of the Panel.

The Panel heard detailed evidence from the Appealant and the Respondent as to the

content of the Tweets and the likes of other Tweets and found as follows:

(a)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(e)

(H

(a)

(b)
(©)

the Respondent made the selection committee aware of his views, including his
tweets and articles, prior to his selection as a PPC and openly discussed those views
during the hustings.

the three tweets made by the Respondent on his Twitter account between 2012 and
2020 and the two articles written by him in October 2019 and January 2020 were
not overtly transphobic and their contents did not transgress the Party’s definition
of transphobic behaviour at that time;

although the Respondent’s comments in the earlier article raised issues regarding
access to single-sex facilities, under the Equality Act only women are entitled to
access single-sex facilities, including women with a Gender Recognition
Certificate;

consequently, the Respondent’s views are in line with the decision in Forstater v
CGD Europe 2021 and with the Equality Act 2010.

other than seeking to begin a debate in various issues, nothing in the Respondent’s
tweets or articles explicitly breaches the Party’s definition of transphobia. Indeed,
it is the Panel’s view that these articles were examples of polemic journalism,
intended to foster genuine debate.

all Party members are equal, irrespective of their friends, contacts or sphere of
influence.

The Appealant appealed against the decision of the Panel on the following grounds:

that the Respondent was represented at the hearing by a barrister who may not be
a member of the Party;

the evidence presented to the Panel did not support the reasoning of the Panel; and

even though the Respondent passed the vetting test to be a parliamentary candidate,
there was no proof that the Tweets were presented to the selection committee.
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FEDERAL APPEALS PANEL

DIRECTIONS
6. I hereby refuse permission for this appeal to Case Panel Hearing on the following
grounds:

(a) the hearing and the decision of the Panel did not conflict with the constitution or
subordinate rules, regulations or procedures;

(b) there was no procedural or subordinate unfairness or impropriety in the hearing;
(c) the Panel had regard to relevant matters;
(d) the Panel did not act unreasonably or irrationally in all the circumstances; and

(e) the Panel gave adequate reasons for its decision.
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