
 
 

 
 
By email 
 
 
26 July 2022 
 
 
Dear Mr Hicks 
 
 
NYE Article “Article 259 SLAPPS MOJ” 
 
 
Thank you for your email of Sunday 24 July 2022 at 14:42. 
 
As you know, you remain subject to a Customer Contact Arrangement under the terms of the OPFCC 
Policy on Unreasonable Complainants and Correspondents. Following the failure of your appeal to the 
Joint Independent Audit Committee, that Customer Contact Arrangement remains in place. It follows that 
no substantive response to your emails will ordinarily be forthcoming.  
 
On this occasion I am exercising direction to respond on one aspect.  That is, that despite on several 
occasions my politely requesting you to desist from doing so in correspondence between us, because it 
is inaccurate - you have again characterised the Customer Contact Arrangement as ‘proscription’. 
Extending the use of that term in a draft article intended for publication, misleads your readership in that 
regard and omits to mention the true position.  
 
I am keen to act diligently to ensure that you do not do so without a comment by way of balance. It 
follows that should you wish to incorporate a comment in the article from the Office of the Police, Fire 
and Crime Commissioner, you may consider yourself welcome to do one or both of the following: 
 

1. To publish this letter in full and without redaction; and/or 
 

2. To publish the following comment: A spokesperson for the Office of the Police, Fire and 
Crime Commissioner for North Yorkshire said “A copy of this article was supplied to us in 
draft prior to its publication. References in the draft article to OPFCC “proscription” and 
associated terminology, are misconceived and inaccurate. Readers of the North Yorkshire 
Enquirer should note that the correct position is this: that Mr Timothy Hicks is the subject of a 
Customer Contact Arrangement under the terms of our organisation’s policy on Unreasonable 
Complainants and Correspondents – a policy in place to ensure appropriate use of limited 
public resources, fairness to the public at large who approach the OPFCC for our help and to 
ensure that members of staff handling casework are not subjected to unreasonable treatment. 
Mr Hicks’ recent appeal against the Customer Contact Arrangement to the Joint Independent 
Audit Committee (a scrutiny body entirely independent of policing and the OPFCC) was 
rejected by the Committee. Accordingly, it remains the case that we do not commit scarce 
public resources to routine engagement with correspondence from Mr Hicks who is not, in 
any event, a constituent of the Commissioner. We would not ordinarily comment upon his 



articles. However, on this occasion the article was so misleading that we have provided this 
comment in order to correct the record. We hope that it clarifies the matter for your 
readership.” 

 
Yours sincerely 

 
Simon Dennis 
Chief Executive & Monitoring Officer 
 
 


