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P R E S S  C O M P L A I N T S  C O M M I S S I O N

T h e  M in u te s  o f  th e  1 7 7 *  O rd in a ry  M e e t in g  o f  
T h e  P r e s s  C o m p la in ts  C o m m is s io n  L im ite d  h e ld  at 

H a lto n  H o u s e ,  2 0 /2 3  H o lb o m , L o n d o n  E C  I N  2 J D  o n  
W e d n e s d a y  2"^ M a r c h  2 0 1 1

D e p u ty  C h a irm a n

P resen t; B a r o n e s s  B u s c o m b e  C h a ir m a n
J o h n  H o m e  R o b e r tso n  
A n th o n y  L o n g d e n  
Ia n  M a c G r e g o r  
J o h n  M c L e l la n  
Ia n  N ic h o l  
L in d s a y  N ic h o ls o n  
S im o n  R e y n o ld s  
E sth e r  R o b e r to n  
E v e  S a lo m o n  
S im o n  S a p p e r  
J u h e  S p e n c e  
Ia n  W a ld e n  
T in a  W e a v e r
P e te r  W r ig h t  (w h o  w a s  n o t  p r e se n t  fo r  i t e m s  1 -  4 ( i i i ) )

In  a tte n d a n c e ; S te p h e n  A b e l l D ir e c to r

T h e  f o l lo w in g  m e m b e r s  o f  th e  se c r e ta r ia t  a tte n d e d  th e  m e e t in g  a s  o b se r v e r s;  H a n n a h  
B e v e r id g e ,  E liz a b e th  C o b b e , J o n a th a n  C o lle t t ,  C h a r lo tte  D e w a r , W il l  G o r e , R e b e c c a  
H a le s , S c o t t  L a n g h a m , B e n  M il lo y ,  A m b e r  M u n , a n d  C a th e r in e  S p e lle r .

1. A p o lo g ie s

A p o lo g ie s  w e r e  r e c e iv e d  fr o m  M a tt i A ld e r s o n .

T h e  C h a ir m a n  w e lc o m e d  A l i s o n  H a s t in g s , c o n s u lta n t  to  th e  P C C .
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M in u te s

T h e  m in u te s  o f  th e  m e e t in g  h e ld  o n  1 9 *  J a n u a ry  w e r e  a p p r o v e d  a s  a  c o r r e c t  
r e c o r d  o f  th e  m e e t in g  a n d  fo r  p u b lic a t io n .

M a tte r s  a r is in g

( i )  C o m p la in t  N o .  1 0 -5 7 4 1  A  w o m a n  v  T a k e  a  B r e a k

T h e  C h a ir m a n  in fo r m e d  C o n u n is s io n e r s  th a t, f o l lo w in g  th e  r e c e n t  
a d ju d ic a t io n  a g a in s t  T a k e  a  B r e a k , s te p s  h a d  b e e n  ta k e n  b y  th e  
m a g a z in e  to  p r e v e n t  th e  b r e a c h  recu r r in g  a n d  th e  o f f ic e  w o u ld  
a p p r o a c h  th e  n e w  e d ito r  (w h e n  s h e  w a s  in  p o s t )  to  p r o p o s e  a  tr a in in g  
se m in a r  to  b e  ru n  b y  th e  P C C .

( i i )  C o m p la in t  N o .  1 0 - 1 6 2 2  C a b o m  v  T h e  S u n d a y  T im e s

T h e  C h a ir m a n  c o n f ir m e d  th a t R ic h a r d  C a b o m  h a d  n o w  w ith d r a w n  h is  
c o m p la in t .

( i i i )  C o m p la in t  N o .  1 0 - 4 0 2 7  L o r d  T r ie s m a n  v  T h e  M a il  o n  S u n d a y

T h e  C h a ir m a n  c o n f ir m e d  th a t th e  o f f i c e  h a d  r e c e iv e d  n o  r e s p o n s e  to  its  
r e c e n t  c o r r e s p o n d e n c e  to  la w y e r s  a c t in g  fo r  L o r d  T r ie sm a n .

C o m p la in ts

( i)  C o m p la in t  N o s .  1 0 - 0 5 2 2 /1 0 - 0 5 5 1 /1 0 - 0 5 5 2 /1 0 - 0 5 5 3 /1 0 - 0 5 6 4 /
1 0 - 0 5 7 1 /1 0 - 1 3 8 7  D a v ie s  v  D a i ly  M a il /T h e  D a i ly  T e le s r a p h /T h e  
G u a r d ia n /E v e n in g  S ta n d a r d /D a ilv  M ir r o r /T h e  I n d e p e n d e n t /T h e  S u n

P e te r  W r ig h t , T in a  W e a v e r  a n d  Ia n  M a c G r e g o r  to o k  n o  part in  th e  
d is c u s s io n  o f  t h e s e  c a s e s .

A fte r  d is c u s s io n , th e  C o m m is s io n  m a d e  a  n u m b e r  o f  m lin g s  o n  th e s e  
c a s e s .  In  f i v e  o f  th e  c a s e s ,  th e  C o m m is s io n  d e c id e d  th at s u f f ic ie n t  
r e m e d ia l  a c t io n  h a d  b e e n  o f fe r e d  b y  th e  n e w s p a p e r s . O n e  c a s e  d id  n o t  
in v o lv e  a n y  b r e a c h  o f  th e  C o d e . T h e  c o m p la in t  a g a in s t  th e  In d e p e n d e n t  
w a s  w ith d r a w n  b e fo r e  th e  m e e t in g . T h e  te r m s  o f  th e  a d ju d ic a t io n s  w e r e  
a s  f o l lo w s :
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D a ily  M a il

M r  R ichard  Davies com plained to the Press Complaints Commission 
tha t three artic les headlined “ B oyfriend  o f  M B ’s niece is arrested on 
suspicion o f  M ered ith  copycat m urder in  F rance ” , “ I  am a m onster”  
and “ M P ’s sex k ille r  niece is ja ile d  f o r  15 years” , published by the 
D a ily  M a il on 19 November 2007, 12 January 2010 and 13 January  
2010, were inaccurate and m isleading in  breach o f  Clause 1 
(Accuracy) o f  the E d ito rs ’ Code o f  Practice.

The newspaper had offered a suffic ient fo rm  o f  remedial action.

The com pla inan t’s daughter, Jessica Davies, had been convicted o f  the 
m urder o f  O liv ie r M ugn ie r a t Versailles C rim ina l C ourt in  January
2010. The 2007 a rtic le  (which remained availab le  on the newspaper’s 
website) had been published immediately fo llo w in g  M r  M u g n ie r’s 
death. The January 2010 artic les reported on the subsequent tr ia l. The 
com pla inant in it ia lly  contacted the Commission in  February 2010. He  
d id  not com plain in  November 2007 (when the f i r s t  a rtic le  was 
published) as French law  prevents the pub lica tion  o f  evidence gathered  
by the po lice  and investigating magistrate u n til a tr ia l. Subsequent 
delay was caused by the com pla inan t’s efforts to obtain the o ffic ia l 
results o f  M s D av ies ’ b lood sample; in  Ju ly  2010 the Commission 
agreed to suspend its investigation u n til such documentation was 
received. The com plainant p rov ided  the toxico logy report -  a long w ith  
letters fro m  his daughte r’s so lic ito rs  -  in  O ctober and November 2010. 
The Commission then sought an independent translation o f  these 
documents, which was sent to the newspaper in  January 2011.

The com plainant sa id  that the a rtic les were inaccurate and misleading  
on a num ber o f  points. F irs t, the coverage made repeated references to 
the m urder o f  M ered ith  K ercher which were misleading. The 
com pla inant sa id  tha t French po lice  had rejected speculation that the 
cases were linked in  any way. In  addition, he p rov ided  a le tte r fro m  his 
daughte r’s so lic ito rs  asserting tha t the K ercher case had not been 
mentioned during  M s Davies ’ tr ia l. Second, the com plainant sa id  that 
-  con tra ry  to claim s in  two o f  the artic les -  there had been no “ v io lent 
sex gam e”  o r “frenz ied  sex session”  on the evening o f  M r  M u g n ie r’s 
death. Rather, despite attempts to do so, the couple d id  no t make love 
a t a ll.

The com plainant also objected to the claims in  the coverage that Ms 
Davies had “ s lashed...M r M u g n ie r’s th ro a t” . He said that po lice  and  
court evidence confirm ed that M r  M ugn ie r had suffered one stab 
wound to the chest ( “ tho ra x ” ), w ith  one o ther sm all superfic ia l 
scratch. The com pla inant p rov ided  a le tte r fro m  his daughte r’s 
so lic ito rs  regarding the location  o f  the wound. Furtherm ore, M s  
Davies had not smoked cannabis o r  consumed ille g a l drugs on the
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evening in  question: court evidence and the toxicology report -  
prov ided  by the com pla inant during  the course o f  the investigation  
showed that she had taken on ly  prescrip tion  medicines. F ina lly , the 
com plainant sa id  tha t his daughter had not attended N otre  Dame 
C atho lic  School and had never studied in  Am erica.

The newspaper sa id  that the matters under com pla int had been w ide ly  
reported. French legal procedures meant tha t there was no o ffic ia l 
court transcrip t o f  the court case. I t  did, however, p rov ide  copies o f  the 
re p o rte r’s contemporaneous notes o f  conversations w ith  po lice  and  
prosecution sources: the links to the Kercher case had been a ttribu ted  
c lea rly  to them in  the coverage. The notes also showed the same 
sources re ferring  to “passionate, v io len t sex -  ta lk ing  and then d o ing ” , 
w hile  M s Davies he rse lf had made reference in  court to making love to 
M r  M ugnier. The c la im  o f  fa i le d  love-making had only been introduced  
a t a la te r stage, and tha t was noted in  the a rtic le  o f  13 January.

Furtherm ore, the newspaper sa id  that i t  was not in  dispute tha t Ms 
Davies had been under the influence o f  a lcoho l and p rescrip tion  drugs 
on the evening in  question. Whether o r no t she had smoked cannabis in  
add ition  to this was not a m atter o f  great significance. M r  M ugn ie r had  
done so. While the newspaper adm itted that there may have been some 
confusion on the issue, the re p o rte r’s notes showed that the w ord  
“ cannabis ”  had been m entioned in  court in  re la tion  to the substances 
tha t M s Davies had consumed tha t evening. M oreover -  w h ils t the fa ta l 
w ound appeared to have been sustained to M r  M u g n ie r’s chest -  other 
newspapers and agencies (inc lud ing  F rance ’s na tiona l news agency 
A F P ) had reported tha t M r  M ugn ie r suffered a num ber o f  wounds, 
inc lud ing  to his th roa t and chest.

Nonetheless, the newspaper o ffered to pub lish  a c la rifica tio n  making 
c lea r tha t tests f o r  cannabis made a fte r M s D avies ’ a rres t were 
negative. I t  also o ffered to amend its online coverage to re flect tha t the 
wound was to the thorax and no t the neck.

A d jud ica tion

Newspapers have an essential p a r t to p la y  in  the reporting  o f  crim e  
and the ju d ic ia l system tha t prosecutes those accused o f  com m itting it. 
I t  is v ita lly  im portan t tha t any such reports adhere to the key p rinc ip les  
governing accuracy under the terms o f  the E d ito rs  ’ Code: taking care 
no t to pub lish  inaccurate o r  m isleading in form ation ; and c lea rly  
distingu ish ing between comment, conjecture and fac t.

These p rinc ip les are equa lly v a lid  whether reporting  cases in  the U K  
o r  abroad, where o ffic ia l procedures may be d iffe rent (as on this 
occasion). Indeed, the reporting  o f  cases taking p lace in  a fo re ign  
ju r is d ic tio n  poses p a rtic u la r challenges f o r  editors. The Commission

837

MODI 00035982



For Distribution to CPs

took this opportun ity  to h ig h ligh t the im portance o f  care in  the use and  
presentation o f  m ateria l o rig in a tin g  fro m  the po lice  and court 
processes o f  o ther countries.

The most s ign ifican t po in ts in  regard  to the coverage related to the 
circumstances in  which the k ill in g  had taken p lace: the existence o r  
otherw ise o f  a “fre n z ie d " o r  “ v io le n t"  sex session; whether M s Davies 
had smoked cannabis o r  consumed ille g a l drugs on the n igh t; the exact 
loca tion  o f  the wound suffered by M r  M ugn ie r; and the suggested lin k  
between the case and the death o f  M ered ith  Kercher.

On the a lleged lin k  to the K ercher case, the Commission was satisfied  
tha t the c la im  had not been presented as fa c t  in  any o f  the coverage: 
the 2007 a rtic le  stated that the “po lice  fea re d  the couple had set ou t to 
recreate the m urder o f  M ered ith  K erche r", in  add ition  to quoting a 
po lice  source on which this c la im  was based. Fu rthe r references to any 
l in k  a t the time o f  the t r ia l in  2010 d id  no t suggest that this had fo rm ed  
p a r t  o f  the case in  court, and had, again, been c lea rly  presented as 
speculation based on sources ( “ Detectives believe the crim e may have 
been insp ired  by the M ered ith  K ercher m urde r"). The newspaper 
which was entitled  to o ffe r the opinion, c lea rly  d istinguished as such, 
tha t the cases had “ g rim  s im ila r it ie s "  -  had p rovided notes o f  the 
re p o rte r’s conversations w ith  sources on this subject. In  the 
Com m ission’s view, readers w ou ld  no t have been m isled by the 
presentation o f  the claims.

In  the absence o f  any o ff ic ia l transcrip t o f  the court proceedings, the 
Commission had regard  to the notes p rov ided  by the newspaper. These 
showed, f o r  example, tha t there had ce rta in ly  been reference to 
“ cannab is" in  the case: i t  had not been denied tha t M r  M ugn ie r had 
smoked cannabis in  the f la t  on the n igh t in  question. That said, once 
the com pla inant had p rov ided  the toxico logy report which made c lear 
tha t M s Davies had no t smoked cannabis, i t  was r ig h t f o r  the 
newspaper to c la r ify  this to readers. I t  had offered to do in  an 
appropria te  manner. This o ffe r represented a suffic ient fo rm  o f  
rem edial action  under the terms o f  Clause 1 ( i i )  o f  the Code.

F in a lly , the Commission wished to acknowledge the discrepancies 
h igh ligh ted  by the com pla inant in  o ther areas o f  the coverage. These 
inc luded the question o f  p recisely where the wound which k illed  M r  
M u g n ie r had been in flic te d  (the thorax as opposed to the throat); 
whether there had been a “ v io le n t"  o r  “fre n z ie d " sex session; and  
deta ils o f  M s D av ies ’ education. Bearing in  m ind the fu l l  
circumstances o f  the case, and the fac ts  that were not in  dispute 
invo lv ing  the death o f  M r  M ugnier, the Commission d id  no t consider 
tha t these po in ts required  separate correction  o r  c la rifica tion . The 
terms o f  this ad jud ica tion  a llow ed  these points o f  dispute to be a ired  
pub lic ly .
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The D a ily  Telesraph

M r  R ichard  Davies com plained to the Press Complaints Commission 
that an a rtic le  headlined “ B ritish  woman confessed to being a 
‘m onster’, her m urder t r ia l hears” , published in  The D a ily  Telegraph 
on 11 January 2010, was inaccurate and m isleading in  breach o f  
Clause 1 (Accuracy) o f  the E d ito rs ’ Code o f  Practice.

The com pla in t was not upheld.

The com pla inan t’s daughter, Jessica Davies, had been convicted o f  the 
m urder o f  O liv ie r M ugn ie r a t Versailles C rim ina l C ourt in  January
2010. The a rtic le  reported on the tria l. The com plainant in it ia lly  
contacted the Commission in  February 2010. Subsequent delay was 
caused by the com p la inan t’s efforts to obta in  o ff ic ia l documentation 
re la ting  to his com pla int; in  Ju ly  2010 the Commission agreed to 
suspend its investigation u n til such documentation was received. The 
com plainant p rov ided  the m a te ria l in  O ctober and November 2010. 
The Commission then sought an independent translation o f  these 
documents, which was sent to the newspaper in  January 2011.

The com plainant sa id  that the report was inaccurate when it  stated that 
his daughter had “ s l i t ”  M r  M u g n ie r’s “ th ro a t” . This was not the case 
and the indictm ent d id  no t say this.

The newspaper sa id  tha t its coverage as a whole had identified the 
location o f  the wound as both M r  M u g n ie r’s “ tho rax”  and his 
“ th ro a t” . W hile the Prosecution had used the technical term “ tho rax” , 
i t  was c lea r that the actua l area described was the th roa t o r  neck. In  
court evidence, M s Davies had stated that -  when on the telephone to  
the emergency services -  she had “ one hand on the receiver, the other 
pressed to his [M r  M u g n ie r’s ] th ro a t” . The French w o rd  “ go rge ”  had  
been used.

The com plainant sa id  tha t the wound was w e ll below the neck, which  
was a d iffe rent p a r t  o f  the body to the thorax. He p rov ided  a le tte r fro m  
his daughte r’s so lic ito rs  regarding the location o f  the wound.

A d jud ica tion

Newspapers have an essential p a r t to p la y  in  the reporting o f  crime  
and the ju d ic ia l system that prosecutes those accused o f  com m itting it. 
I t  is v ita lly  im portan t tha t any such reports adhere to the key princ ip les  
governing accuracy under the terms o f  the E d ito rs ’ Code: taking care 
no t to pub lish  inaccurate o r  m isleading in fo rm ation ; and c learly  
distingu ish ing between comment, conjecture and fact.
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These p rinc ip les  are equa lly va lid  whether reporting cases in  the U K  
o r  abroad, where o ffic ia l procedures may be d iffe ren t (as on this 
occasion). Indeed, the reporting  o f  cases taking p lace in  a fo re ign  
ju r is d ic tio n  poses p a rtic u la r challenges f o r  editors. The Commission 
took this opportun ity  to h ig h ligh t the importance o f  care in  the use and  
presentation o f  m a teria l o rig in a tin g  fro m  the po lice  and court 
processes o f  o ther countries.

The Commission wished to acknowledge the discrepancy h ighlighted  
by the com pla inant re la ting  to the question o f  p recisely where the 
wound which k ille d  M r  M ugn ie r had been in flic ted  (the thorax as 
opposed to the throat). Bearing in  m ind  the f u l l  circumstances o f  the 
case, and the fac ts  tha t were not in  dispute invo lv ing  the death o f  M r  
M ugnier, the Commission d id  no t consider that this p o in t required  
correction  o r c la rifica tion . The terms o f  this adjud ica tion  a llow ed i t  to 
be a ire d  pub lic ly .

The G uard ian

M r  R ichard  Davies com plained to the Press Complaints Commission 
tha t two artic les headlined “ F re n chp o lice  ho ld  M P ’s niece over m an’s 
death”  and “ Niece o f  B rit is h  M P  admits stabbing lover w h ile  h igh on 
d rugs” , published in  The G uard ian  on 16 November 2007 and 11 
January 2010, were inaccurate and m isleading in  breach o f  Clause 1 
(Accuracy) o f  the E d ito rs ’ Code o f  Practice.

The newspaper had offered a su ffic ien t fo rm  o f  rem edial action.

The com p la inan t’s daughter, Jessica Davies, had been convicted o f  the 
m urder o f  O liv ie r M u g n ie r a t Versailles C rim in a l C ourt in  January
2010. The 2007 a rtic le  (w hich remained ava ilab le  on the newspaper’s 
website) had been pub lished im m ediately fo llo w in g  M r  M u g n ie r’s 
death. The January 2010 a rtic le  reported on the subsequent tr ia l. The 
com pla inant in it ia lly  contacted the Commission in  February 2010. He  
d id  no t com plain in  2007 as French law  prevents the pub lica tion  o f  
evidence gathered by the po lice  and investigating m agistrate u n til a 
tr ia l. Subsequent delay was caused by the com p la inan t’s efforts to 
obta in  the o ff ic ia l results o f  M s D av ies ’ b lood sample; in  Ju ly  2010 the 
Commission agreed to suspend its investigation u n til such 
documentation was received. The com plainant p rov ided  the toxicology  
report -  a long w ith  letters fro m  his daughte r’s so lic ito rs  -  in  October 
and Novem ber 2010. The Commission then sought an independent 
trans la tion  o f  these documents, which was sent to the newspaper in  
January 2011.

The com pla inant sa id  tha t the a rtic les were inaccurate and misleading  
on a num ber o f  points. F irs t, the 2010 a rtic le  headline was misleading
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when i t  c la im ed tha t M s Davies was “ h igh  on d rugs” . This im p lied  that 
she had taken ille g a l drugs on the evening o f  M r  M u g n ie r’s death, 
which was not the case: she had taken on ly prescrip tion  an ti
depressants.

Second, the 2010 a rtic le  stated tha t M s Davies had “ smoked cannabis”  
on the n igh t in  question. This was incorrect: on ly M r  M ugn ie r had  
done so. C ourt evidence and the toxicology report -  p rov ided  by the 
com pla inant during  the course o f  the investigation -  showed that she 
had no t taken any ille g a l drugs.

Third, M r  M ugn ie r had not sustained a wound to his “ neck”  as 
reported; rather, po lice  and court evidence confirm ed that M r  M ugn ie r 
had suffered one stab wound to the chest ( “ tho rax” ), w ith  one other 
sm all supe rfic ia l scratch. The 2007 a rtic le  had a lso been inaccurate on 
this po in t, making reference to M r  M ugn ie r being “ stabbed in  the 
th roa t w ith  a kn ife ” . The com plainant p rov ided  a le tte r fro m  his 
daughte r’s so lic ito rs  regarding the location o f  the wound.

The newspaper sa id  tha t its 2010 headline had to be read in  the context 
o f  the a rtic le  as whole w h ich  made c lea r tha t M s Davies had taken 
anti-depressants. The use o f  p rescrip tion  and recreational drugs was 
not always d is tinc t and M s Davies had constantly been warned not to 
m ix her p rescrip tion  w ith  alcohol. I t  accepted, however, that the 
reference to “ d ru gs”  was ambiguous and offered to amend its online  
a rtic le  to re fer to “p rescrip tion  d rugs”  (w ith  a note on the a rtic le  
record ing  the change).

On the cannabis claim , the newspaper p rov ided  its repo rte r’s notes on 
the m atter w h ich  recorded a court c le rk  re ferring  to “ cannabis and  
a lcoho l in  substantia l quan tities” . This, i t  said, was in  specific 
reference to M s Davies, a lthough this was not recorded in  the notes. 
M s Davies he rse lf had stated tha t M r  M ugn ie r had “ ro lled  a jo in t ”  
when they re turned to her f la t,  a lthough there was no fu r th e r reference 
as to whether both o f  them had smoked it. Once the com plainant had  
p rov ided  the toxico logy report, the newspaper offered to publish a 
c la rifica tio n  m aking c lea r tha t tests f o r  cannabis had proved negative.

The newspaper added tha t the terms “ neck” , “ th ro a t” , “ chest”  and  
“ th o ra x ”  had been used interchangeably in  numerous reports o f  the 
incident, inc lud ing  tha t reported by F rance ’s na tiona l news agency 
AFP. I t  sa id  tha t M s Davies had made reference to pressing M r  
M u g n ie r ’s th roa t as she ca lled  the emergency services. Whether the 
wound was a t the base o f  the neck o r  a fe w  inches below changed 
noth ing s ign ifican t about the report o f  a fa ta l stabbing.
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A djud ica tion

Newspapers have an essential p a r t to p lay  in  the reporting o f  crim e  
and the ju d ic ia l system that prosecutes those accused o f  com m itting it. 
I t  is v ita lly  im portan t tha t any such reports adhere to the key p rinc ip les  
governing accuracy under the terms o f  the E d ito rs ’ Code: taking care 
not to pub lish  inaccurate o r  m isleading in form ation ; and c lea rly  
distingu ish ing between comment, conjecture and fact.

These p rinc ip les  are equally va lid  whether reporting  cases in  the U K  
o r  abroad, where o ffic ia l procedures may be d iffe rent (as on this 
occasion). Indeed, the reporting  o f  cases taking p lace in  a fo re ign  
ju r is d ic tio n  poses p a rtic u la r challenges f o r  editors. The Commission 
took this opportun ity  to h ig h ligh t the importance o f  care in  the use and  
presentation o f  m ateria l o rig ina ting  fro m  the po lice  and court 
processes o f  o ther countries.

The most s ign ifican t po in ts in  regard to the coverage re lated to : the 
exact loca tion  o f  the wound suffered by M r  M ugn ie r; whether M s  
Davies could  be sa id  to be “ h igh on d rugs”  a t the time o f  the attack; 
and whether she had “ smoked cannabis ”  on the evening in  question.

In  the absence o f  any o ffic ia l transcrip t o f  the court proceedings, the 
Commission had regard  to the notes p rovided by the newspaper. These 
showed, f o r  example, tha t there had ce rta in ly  been reference to 
“ cannabis ”  in  the case: i t  had not been denied that M r  M ugn ie r had  
smoked cannabis in  the f la t  on the n ight in  question. M oreover, the 
reference to “ drugs ”  in  the headline d id  no t necessarily mean “ ille g a l 
d rugs” ; indeed, the phrase “ h igh  on d rugs”  had been explained in  the 
artic le , which made the pos ition  in  regard to prescrip tion  medicines 
c lea r to readers. That said, once the com plainant had p rov ided  the 
toxico logy report which made c lea r that M s Davies had not smoked 
cannabis, i t  was r ig h t f o r  the newspaper to c la r ify  this to readers. I t  
had offered to do so in  an appropria te  manner. This o ffe r represented a 
suffic ien t fo rm  o f  rem edial action  under the terms o f  Clause 1 ( i i )  o f  the 
Code.

F ina lly , the Commission w ished to acknowledge the discrepancy 
h igh ligh ted  by the com pla inant re la ting to the question o f  precisely  
where the wound which k ille d  M r  M ugn ie r had been in flic ted  (the 
thorax as opposed to the throat). Bearing in  m ind the fu l l  
circumstances o f  the case, and the facts  tha t were not in  dispute 
invo lv ing  the death o f  M r  M ugnier, the Commission d id  no t consider 
tha t this p o in t required  separate correction o r  c la rifica tion . The terms 
o f  this ad jud ica tion  a llow ed i t  to be a ired  pub lic ly .
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Evening Standard

M r  R ichard  Davies com pla ined to the Press Complaints Commission 
tha t three a rtic les headlined “ Labour M P ’s niece in  sex k illin g  case 
‘had tr ie d  su ic ide ” ’, “ B oyfriend  o f  M P ’s niece is arrested on suspicion 
o f  M ered ith  copycat m urder in  F rance ”  and “ M in is te r ’s niece slashed 
th roa t o f  love r then to ld  p o lice : 1 am a m onster” , published in  the 
London Evening S tandard on 17 November 2007, 19 November 2007  
and 11 January 2010, were inaccurate and m isleading in  breach o f  
Clause 1 (Accuracy) o f  the E d ito rs ’ Code o f  Practice.

The newspaper had offered a suffic ient fo rm  o f  rem edial action.

The com pla inan t’s daughter, Jessica Davies, had been convicted o f  the 
m urder o f  O liv ie r M u g n ie r a t Versailles C rim in a l C ourt in  January 
2010. The 2007 a rtic les (w h ich  remained availab le  on the newspaper’s 
website) had been pub lished imm ediately fo llo w in g  M r  M u g n ie r’s 
death. The January 2010 a rtic le  reported on the subsequent tria l. The 
com pla inant in it ia lly  contacted the Commission in  February 2010. He  
d id  no t com plain in  Novem ber 2007 (when the f i r s t  artic les were 
published) as French law  prevents the pub lica tion  o f  evidence gathered  
by the po lice  and investigating magistrate u n til a tr ia l. Subsequent 
delay was caused by the com pla inan t’s efforts to obta in o ffic ia l 
documentation re la ting  to his various com plaints; in  Ju ly  2010 the 
Commission agreed to suspend its investigation u n til this m a teria l was 
received. The com pla inant p rov ided  this documentation in  October and  
November 2010. The Commission then sought an independent 
trans la tion  o f  these documents, which was sent to the newspaper in  
January 2011.

The com pla inant sa id  tha t the coverage was inaccurate and m isleading  
on numerous issues. F irs t, the coverage made repeated references to 
the m urder o f  M ered ith  K ercher which were misleading. The 2010 
cou rt report stated tha t the m urder was “ sa id  to have been insp ired ”  
by the k illin g  in  Ita ly . The com plainant sa id  that French po lice  had  
rejected speculation tha t the cases were linked in  any way. He provided  
a le tte r fro m  his daughte r’s so lic ito rs  asserting tha t the Kercher case 
had no t been mentioned du ring  M s D avies ’ tr ia l. Second, the 
com pla inant objected to cla im s in  a ll three a rtic les that M s Davies had  
“ slashed ... M r  M u g n ie r’s th ro a t” , stating tha t po lice  and court 
evidence confirm ed tha t M r  M u g n ie r had suffered only a stab wound to 
the chest ( “ th o ra x ” ) w ith  one o ther superfic ia l scratch. He p rovided a 
fu r th e r le tte r fro m  his daughte r’s so lic ito rs regarding the location o f  
the wound.
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The newspaper sa id  that the matters under com pla int had been w idely  
reported. French legal procedures meant that there was no o ffic ia l 
court transcrip t o f  the court case. I t  did, however, p rovide  copies o f  the 
re p o rte r’s contemporaneous notes o f  conversations w ith  po lice  and  
prosecution sources, which had made the links to the K ercher case. 
That said, the newspaper accepted that its a rtic le  had incorrectly  
cla im ed tha t this in fo rm ation  had been heard in  court, o ffe ring  to 
pub lish  a correction  on the matter.

The newspaper added tha t -  w h ile  the fa ta l wound appeared to have 
been sustained to M r  M u g n ie r’s chest -  o ther newspapers and agencies 
(inc lud ing  F rance ’s na tiona l news agency A F P ) had reported tha t M r  
M ugn ie r suffered a num ber o f  wounds, inc lud ing  to his th roa t and  
chest.

A d jud ica tion

Newspapers have an essential p a r t to p la y  in  the reporting  o f  crime 
and the ju d ic ia l system tha t prosecutes those accused o f  com m itting it. 
I t  is v ita lly  im portan t tha t any such reports adhere to the key p rinc ip les  
governing accuracy under the terms o f  the E d ito rs  ’ Code: taking care 
no t to pub lish  inaccurate o r  m isleading in form ation ; and c learly  
d istingu ish ing between comment, conjecture and fact.

These p rinc ip les are equally va lid  whether reporting  cases in  the U K  
o r  abroad, where o ffic ia l procedures may be d iffe ren t (as on this 
occasion). Indeed, the reporting  o f  cases taking p lace in  a fo re ig n  
ju r is d ic tio n  poses p a r tic u la r  challenges f o r  editors. The Commission 
took this opportun ity  to h ig h ligh t the importance o f  care in  the use and  
presentation o f  m ateria l o rig ina ting  fro m  the po lice  and court 
processes o f  o ther countries.

On the a lleged lin k  to the K ercher case, i t  had not been established that 
this was stated in  court, as the a rtic le  had suggested. The newspaper’s 
pos ition  was, in  fac t, that the in form ation  had been p rov ided  by po lice  
and prosecution sources. The reporter was not present in  court itself, 
and w h ils t the newspaper was entitled, to a certa in  degree, to re ly  on 
sources, the nature o f  the in form ation  -  most im portan tly  tha t i t  had  
no t been ve rified  -  should have been made c lea r to readers. As such, 
the newspaper was obliged to co rrect this point. I t  had offered to do so 
in  an appropria te  manner. This represented a su ffic ien t fo rm  o f  
rem edial action  under the terms o f  Clause 1 ( i i )  o f  the Code.

F ina lly , the Commission w ished to acknowledge the discrepancy 
h igh ligh ted  by the com pla inant re la ting  to the question o f  precisely  
where the w ound which k ille d  M r  M ugn ie r had been in flic te d  (the 
tho rax as opposed to the throat). Bearing  in  m ind the f u l l  
circumstances o f  the case, and the facts  tha t were not in  dispute
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invo lv ing the death o f  M r  M ugnier, the Commission d id  no t consider 
tha t this p o in t required separate correction o r c la rifica tion . The terms 
o f  this adjud ica tion  a llow ed i t  to be a ired  public ly.

D a ily  M ir ro r

M r  R ichard  Davies com plained to the Press Complaints Commission 
tha t two artic les headlined “ I ’m a m onster”  and “ Quentin D avies’ 
niece sentenced to 15 years f o r  m u rde r” , published in  the D a ily  M ir ro r  
on 12 January 2010 and 13 January 2010, were inaccurate and  
m isleading in  breach o f  Clause 1 (Accuracy) o f  the E d ito rs ’ Code o f  
Practice.

The newspaper had offered a suffic ient fo rm  o f  remedial action.

The com pla inan t’s daughter, Jessica Davies, had been convicted o f  the 
m urder o f  O liv ie r M ugn ie r a t Versailles C rim ina l C ourt in  January  
2010. The com plainant in it ia lly  contacted the Commission in  February  
2010. Subsequent delay was caused by the com pla inant’s efforts to 
obtain the o ffic ia l results o f  M s D avies’ b lood sample; in  Ju ly 2010 the 
Commission agreed to suspend its investigation u n til such 
documentation was received. The com plainant provided the toxicology  
report -  along w ith  letters fro m  his daughter’s so lic ito rs -  in  October 
and November 2010. The Commission then sought an independent 
transla tion  o f  these documents, which was sent to the newspaper in  
January 2011.

The com plainant sa id  tha t the report o f  the t r ia l was inaccurate and  
misleading on three issues.

F irst, the court had not “ hea rd ”  tha t po lice  believed that M s Davies 
was “ insp ired by the m urder o f  M eredith  Kercher in  Ita ly, ju s t days 
e a r lie r” . The com plainant sa id  that French po lice  had rejected 
speculation that the cases were linked in  any way. In  addition, he 
prov ided  a le tte r fro m  his daughte r’s so lic itors asserting that the 
Kercher case had not been mentioned during  M s Davies ’ tria l. Second, 
M r  M ugn ie r had not been fo u n d  w ith  his “ th roa t cu t” ; M r  M ugn ie r 
had suffered only one stab w ound to his chest ( “ tho rax” ), w ith  another 
sm all superfic ia l scratch. The com plainant provided a fu r th e r le tter 
fro m  his daughte r’s so lic ito rs regarding the location o f  the wound. 
Third, M s Davies had not “ smoked cannabis”  on the evening in  
question: court evidence and the toxicology report -  provided by the 
com plainant during  the course o f  the investigation — showed tha t she 
had on ly consumed prescrip tion  medicines.

There was no o ffic ia l transcrip t o f  the court proceedings, and the 
newspaper sa id  tha t the in form ation  reported had been obtained fro m
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confidentia l po lice  and court sources. W hilst i t  was not w illin g  to 
disclose the identity  o f  these sources, it  offered to pub lish  a correction  
making c lea r tha t the reference to the K ercher case related to 
in fo rm ation  obtained fro m  sources ra ther than in form ation  heard in  
court. Once i t  had received the toxicology report, the newspaper also 
offered to c la r ify  that tests f o r  cannabis made a fte r M s Davies ’ arrest 
were negative.

A d jud ica tion

Newspapers have an essential p a r t to p la y  in  the reporting  o f  crime 
and the ju d ic ia l system that prosecutes those accused o f  com m itting it. 
I t  is v ita lly  im portan t tha t any such reports adhere to the key princ ip les  
governing accuracy under the terms o f  the E d ito rs ’ Code: taking care 
not to pub lish  inaccurate o r  m isleading in form ation ; and clearly  
d istingu ish ing between comment, conjecture and fac t.

These p rinc ip les  are equally va lid  whether reporting cases in  the U K  
o r  abroad, where o ffic ia l procedures may be d iffe rent (as on this 
occasion). Indeed, the reporting  o f  cases taking p lace in  a fo re ign  
ju r is d ic tio n  poses p a r tic u la r challenges f o r  editors. The Commission 
took this opportun ity  to h ig h ligh t the importance o f  care in  the use and  
presentation o f  m a teria l o rig ina ting  fro m  the po lice  and court 
processes o f  o ther countries.

The most s ign ifican t po in ts in  regard to the coverage re lated to the 
circumstances in  which the k ill in g  had taken p lace: whether M s Davies 
had smoked cannabis on the n igh t; the exact loca tion  o f  the wound  
suffered by M r  M ugn ie r; and the suggested lin k  between the case and  
the death o f  M ered ith  Kercher.

On the a lleged lin k  to the K ercher case, i t  was c lea rly  inco rrect f o r  the 
newspaper to have re ferred  to this as having been stated in  court ( “ the 
court hea rd ” ), when its pos ition  was, in  fact, that the in form ation  had 
been p rov ided  by po lice  and prosecution sources. The reporte r was not 
present in  court itself, and w h ils t the newspaper was entitled, to a 
certa in  degree, to re ly  on sources, the nature o f  the in form ation  -  most 
im portan tly  tha t i t  had not been verified  -  should have been made c lear 
to readers. As such, the newspaper was obliged to correct this point. I t  
had offered to do so in  an appropria te  manner.

In  the absence o f  any o ffic ia l transcrip t o f  the court proceedings, the 
Commission had regard  to the reporte r’s notes p rov ided  to i t  as p a r t o f  
its investigation. These showed, f o r  example, tha t there had certa in ly  
been reference to “ cannabis”  in  the case: i t  had not been denied that 
M r  M u g n ie r had smoked cannabis in  the f ia t  on the n igh t in  question. 
That said, once the com pla inant had p rov ided  the toxicology report 
which made c lea r tha t M s Davies had not smoked cannabis, i t  was
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r ig h t f o r  the newspaper to c la r ify  this to readers. The newspaper’s 
offe r represented a suffic ient fo rm  o f  rem edial action under the terms 
o f  Clause 1 ( ii)  o f  the Code.

The Commission wished to acknowledge the discrepancy h ighlighted  
by the com plainant re la ting  to the question o f  precisely where the 
wound which k ille d  M r  M u g n ie r had been in flic ted  (the thorax as 
opposed to the throat). Bearing in  m ind the f u l l  circumstances o f  the 
case, and the fac ts  tha t were not in  dispute invo lv ing  the death o f  M r  
M ugnier, the Commission d id  no t consider tha t this p o in t required  
separate correction  o r  c la rifica tio n . The terms o f  this adjud ication  
allow ed i t  to be a ired  pub lic ly .

The Sun

M r  R ichard  Davies com pla ined to the Press Com plaints Commission 
tha t three artic les headlined “ M B ’s niece cu t m an ’s th ro a t” , 
“ M in is te r ’s niece on m urder t r ia l ”  and “ M ered ith  ‘copycat
m onster’ ” , pub lished by The Sun on 15 November 2007, 11 January  
2010 and 12 January 2010, were inaccurate and m isleading in  breach 
o f  Clause 1 (Accuracy) o f  the E d ito rs ’ Code o f  Practice.

The newspaper had offered a su ffic ien t fo rm  o f  rem edial action.

The com pla inan t’s daughter, Jessica Davies, had been convicted o f  the 
m urder o f  O liv ie r M u g n ie r a t Versailles C rim in a l C ourt in  January  
2010. The 2007 a rtic le  (w h ich  remained availab le  on the newspaper’s 
website) had been pub lished im m ediately fo llo w in g  M r  M u g n ie r’s 
death. The January 2010 a rtic les reported on the subsequent tr ia l. The 
com plainant in it ia lly  contacted the Commission in  February 2010. He  
d id  not com plain in  November 2007 (when the f i r s t  a rtic le  was 
published) as F rench law  prevents the pub lica tion  o f  evidence gathered  
by the po lice  and investigating magistrate u n til a tr ia l. Subsequent 
delay was caused by the com p la inan t’s efforts to obta in  the o ffic ia l 
results o f  M s D av ies ’ b lood  sample (which was relevant to his 
com plaints against o ther newspapers) and add itiona l documentation; 
in  Ju ly 2010 the Commission agreed to suspend its investigation un til 
such documentation was received. The com pla inant p rov ided  the 
toxico logy report -  a long w ith  letters fro m  his daughte r’s so lic ito rs  
in  October and Novem ber 2010. The Commission then sought an 
independent trans la tion  o f  these documents, w h ich  was sent to the 
newspaper in  January 2011.

The com pla inant sa id  that the coverage was inaccurate and m isleading  
on three issues. F irs t, the 2010 a rtic les stated tha t the “ court heard ”  
tha t the k illin g  had been com m itted in  a “ copycat o f  the M eredith  
K ercher m u rd e r” . The com pla inant said tha t French po lice  had
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rejected speculation tha t the cases were linked in  any way. In  addition, 
he p rov ided  a le tte r jro m  his daughter’s so lic ito rs asserting that the 
K ercher case had not been mentioned during  M s Davies ’ tria l.

Second, the com pla inant objected to the repeated claims in  the 
coverage tha t M s Davies had “ slashed”  M r  M u g n ie r’s th roa t and, in  
the 2007 artic le , had stabbed h im  “ s ix o r seven tim es” . The 
com pla inant said tha t po lice  and court evidence conjxrmed that M r  
M u g n ie r had suffered one stab wound to the chest ( “ tho rax” ), w ith  one 
other sm a ll superfic ia l scratch. He p rov ided  a fu r th e r le tte r fro m  his 
daughte r’s so lic ito rs  regarding the location  o f  the wound.

Third, the com pla inant said tha t -  contra ry  to claims made in  the 2007  
a rtic le  -  there had been no “ b ru ta l sex gam e”  o r “ extreme”  sex 
session on the evening o f  M r  M u g n ie r’s death. Rather, despite attempts 
to do so, the couple d id  no t make love a t a ll.

The newspaper sa id  tha t the lin k  to the K ercher case was a ttributable  
to po lice  sources, which were verified  by its repo rte r’s notes (which  
were p rov ided  to the Commission). However, i t  accepted that its story 
may have led  readers to believe that any possible lin k  had been 
m entioned as p a r t  o f  the court case. I t  offered to pub lish  a correction  
on this point.

On the o ther points, the notes showed po lice  sources re ferring  to 
“passionate, v io len t sex -  ta lk ing  and then d o ing ”  and M s Davies 
herse lf had made reference in  court to making love to M r  M ugnier. In  
add ition  -  w h ils t the fa ta l wound appeared to have been sustained to 
M r  M u g n ie r ’s chest -  o ther newspapers and agencies (including  
F rance ’s na tiona l news agency A F P ) had reported tha t M r  M ugn ie r 
suffered a num ber o f  wounds, including  to his th roa t and chest. The 
newspaper o ffered to add a statement fro m  the com plainant outlin ing  
his pos ition  to the online versions o f  the articles.

A d jud ica tion

Newspapers have an essential p a r t to p la y  in  the reporting o f  crime  
and the ju d ic ia l system that prosecutes those accused o f  com m itting it. 
I t  is v ita lly  im portan t tha t any such reports adhere to the key princ ip les  
governing accuracy under the terms o f  the E dito rs ’ Code: taking care 
no t to pub lish  inaccurate o r m isleading in form ation ; and c learly  
distingu ish ing  between comment, conjecture and fact.

These p rinc ip les  are equally va lid  whether reporting cases in  the U K  
o r  abroad, where o ffic ia l procedures may be d iffe ren t (as on this 
occasion). Indeed, the reporting  o f  cases taking p lace in  a fo re ign  
ju r is d ic tio n  poses p a rtic u la r challenges f o r  editors. The Commission 
took this opportun ity  to h ig h ligh t the im portance o f  care in  the use and
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presentation o f  m a teria l o rig ina ting  fro m  the po lice  and court 
processes o f  o ther countries.

The most s ign ifican t points in  regard  to the coverage re lated to the 
circumstances in  w h ich  the k ill in g  had taken p lace: the existence o r  
otherwise o f  a “fre n z ie d ”  o r  “ v io le n t”  sex session; the exact location  
o f  the wound suffered by M r  M ugn ie r; and the suggested lin k  between 
the case and the death o f  M ered ith  Kercher.

On the a lleged lin k  to the K ercher case, i t  was c lea rly  inco rrect f o r  the 
newspaper to have re ferred  to this as having been stated in  court ( “ the 
court heard ” ), when its pos ition  was, in  fac t, that the in form ation  had  
been p rov ided  by po lice  and prosecution sources. The reporte r was not 
present in  cou rt itself, and w h ils t the newspaper was entitled, to a 
certa in degree, to re ly  on these, the nature o f  the in form ation  -  most 
im portantly  tha t i t  had not been verified  -  should have been made c lear 
to readers. As such, the newspaper was ob liged to co rrect this point. I t  
had offered to do so in  an appropria te  manner. This represented a 
suffic ient fo rm  o f  rem edial action under the terms o f  Clause 1 ( i i )  o f  the 
Code.

F ina lly , the Commission wished to acknowledge the discrepancies 
h igh ligh ted  by the com pla inant in  other areas o f  the coverage. These 
included the question o f  precisely where the wound which k ille d  M r  
M ugn ie r had been in flic te d  (the thorax as opposed to the throat); 
whether there had been single o r  m ultip le  wounds; and references to a 
sexual lia ison. B earing  in  m ind  the f u l l  circumstances o f  the case, and  
the facts  tha t were no t in  dispute invo lv ing the death o f  M r  M ugnier, 
the Commission d id  no t consider that these po in ts required  separate 
correction  o r  c la rifica tion . The terms o f  this ad jud ica tion  a llow ed these 
points o f  dispute to be a ired  pub lic ly .

( i i)  C o m p la in t  N o .  1 0 - 5 9 6 4  A  m a n  v  D a i ly  M a il

T in a  W e a v e r  a n d  Ia n  M a c G r e g o r  retu rn ed  to  th e  m e e t in g . P e te r  W r ig h t  
d id  n o t.

A fte r  d is c u s s io n ,  C o m m is s io n e r s  r e a c h e d  a  r u lin g  o n  th is  c a se .  
H o w e v e r , a fte r  th e  d e c is io n  w a s  s e n t  to  th e  n e w s p a p e r  an d  th e  
c o m p la in a n t  o n e  o f  th e  p a r tie s  r a ise d  c o n c e r n s  a b o u t a  n u m b e r  o f  
p o in ts . T h e  d e c is io n  c a n n o t , th e r e fo r e , b e  p u b lis h e d  at th is  ju n c tu r e .
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( i i i )  C o m p la in t  N o .  1 0 - 5 5 8 0  S im p s o n  v  S c o t t is h  D a i ly  M a il

T h e  C o m m is s io n  c o n s id e r e d  th is  c a s e  a b o u t a l le g e d  h a r a ssm e n t an d  
c o n c lu d e d  th a t C la u s e  4  o f  th e  E d ito r s ’ C o d e  h a d  b e e n  b r e a c h e d . A s  a  
r e su lt, th e  c o m p la in t  w a s  u p h e ld  in  th e  f o l lo w in g  term s;

M r  B ria n  Simpson o f  G lasgow com plained to the Press Complaints 
Commission that his fa m ily  had been harassed by the Scottish D a ily  
M a il in  breach o f  Clause 4 (Harassment) o f  the E d ito rs ’ Code o f  
Practice.

The com pla in t was upheld.

The com plainant was the fa th e r o f  B ryan Simpson, a Scottish university  
student who had been photographed a t a tu ition  fees pro test in  London  
in  November 2010 a lleged ly attem pting to take a po lice  o ffic e r’s hat. 
The newspaper had pub lished two a rtic les about B ryan Simpson’s 
involvement in  the dem onstrations on 11 and 12 November.

The com pla inant sa id  tha t reporters and photographers representing 
the newspaper had attended his home fo u r  times in  a 24-hour period. 
He and o ther members o f  his fa m ily  had refused to comment and asked 
the representatives to leave the p rope rty  each time. On a fu r th e r  
occasion the com pla inant had been approached near his home and  
asked f o r  his comment. He had contacted the police, who had asked the 
newspaper’s representatives not to approach the house.

The newspaper sa id  tha t its enquiries re lated to a m atter o f  pub lic  
interest: B ryan Simpson had been photographed a llegedly assaulting a 
po lice  officer. He had subsequently been questioned by po lice  and  
ba iled  pending fu r th e r  enquiries. I t  had a duty to seek a response to the 
allegations. The jo u rna lis ts  had returned to the home in  response to 
new in form ation  tha t B ryan Simpson had been seen entering the 
property ; when asked to leave they had done so. They had also 
com plied w ith  po lice  requests. F o llo w in g  the complaint, the newspaper 
was w illin g  to w rite  a p riva te  le tte r o f  regret to the com plainant and  
c ircu la ted  an in te rna l note making c lea r tha t the fa m ily  w ou ld  have no 
comment on fu tu re  stories.

A d jud ica tion

Clause 4 o f  the Code states tha t jou rna lis ts  “ must not engage in  
in tim idation , harassment o r persistent p u rs u it”  and “ must no t persist 
in  questioning, telephoning, pursu ing  o r photographing ind iv iduals  
once asked to desist; n o r remain on the ir p rope rty  when asked to leave 
and must no t fo llo w  them ” .
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In  this case, it  was not in dispute that the newspaper had approached 
members o f  the complainant’s fam ily  on fo u r  separate occasions at the 
fam ily  home. A  jou rna lis t had also spoken to the complainant outside 
his home on a separate occasion.

The Commission accepted that there was a lim ited public interest in 
seeking Bryan Simpson’s response to the allegations against him. 
However, the complaint was that the journalists, on several occasions, 
had contacted the complainant and his fam ily, who p la in ly  d id  not wish 
to speak and who had made their feelings clear from  the start. I t  
seemed to the Commission that the journalists had persisted in 
questioning the complainant, who was not at the centre o f  the story, 
and against whom no allegations o f  impropriety had been made. The 
result was a breach o f  Clause 4 o f  the Code.

(iv ) Com plaint No. 10-4029 Carmarthenshire County Council v South 
Wales Guardian

Peter W righ t returned to the meeting.

Commissioners discussed this com plaint and concluded that the 
actions o f the newspaper were in  breach o f the Code. The 
com plaint was upheld and the Commission agreed on the fo llow ing  
adjudication:

Carmarthenshire County Council complained to the Press 
Complaints Commission on behalf o f a couple that an article  
headlined “M y Maxine is not evil -  mum” , published in the South 
Wales Guardian on 4 August 2010, contained a photograph o f  their 
adopted ch ild  w ithout consent in breach o f Clause 6 (Children) o f  
the Ed ito rs ’ Code o f  Practice.

The complaint was upheld.

The artic le  was an interview w ith the mother o f  Maxine Williams, 
who had been convicted o f  murder in 2008. Ms W illiam s’ mother 
had spoken about her daughter’s appeal and about the adoption o f  
her daughter’s ch ild  as a result o f  the conviction. The article  
included a photograph o f  Ms Williams w ith the child, who was also 
named, taken when she was around 13 months old.

The complainants were the adoptive parents o f  the child, who was 
three years o ld  a t the time o f  publication. They had not given 
consent fo r  the publication o f  the photograph, and had only been 
made aware o f  i t  when a th ird  party -  who had identified their 
ch ild  fro m  the artic le  -  had alerted them. The publication o f  the
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artic le had caused distress and they were concerned about the 
fu tu re  effect o f  publication on the child.

The newspaper said that the use o f the photograph had been 
authorised by the ch ild ’s b io log ica l mother and grandmother. The 
consequences o f  Ms W illiam s’s crime and the actions o f  social 
services in the case were proper objects o f  pub lic scrutiny, and the 
inform ation included about the ch ild  had not been unduly intrusive. 
The newspaper offered to consult the complainants before 
republishing the c h ild ’s picture un til she reached the age o f  16. 
The complainants wished fo r  an assurance that neither the ch ild ’s 
name nor her photograph would ever be republished.

Adjudication

The Commission agreed that the newspaper had been entitled to 
present the views o f  the c h ild ’s grandmother on the subject o f  her 
removal fro m  the fa m ily ’s care. There was a general public  
interest in debating the actions o f  pub lic authorities in the case, to 
which the artic le  contributed. In  the Commission’s view, the 
publication o f  the c h ild ’s previous name was not intrusive in this 
context.

The Commission also had to consider the publication o f  the 
photograph. Clause 6 ( ii)  o f  the E d ito rs ’ Code states that “ a child  
under 16 must not be interviewed o r photographed on issues 
involving the ir own o r another c h ild ’s welfare unless a custodial 
parent o r s im ila rly  responsible adult consents ” .

The Commission took the view that the photograph, in the context 
o f  an artic le  about the c h ild ’s mother’s conviction fo r  murder and 
the impact o f  the adoption, clearly involved her welfare. The 
paper had not obtained the consent o f  the custodial parents p r io r  to 
publication. The Commission noted that one person had 
apparently identified the ch ild  from  the information in the article, 
which had caused anxiety to her adoptive parents. The 
Commission considered that there was a breach o f Clause 6 ( ii)  
here.

To ju s tify  such a breach, the Ed itors ’ Code requires an exceptional 
public interest to override the norm ally paramount interests o f  the 
child. In  this instance, while the Commission recognised the 
general pub lic  interest in the story, it  d id  not consider that there 
were exceptional pub lic interest grounds specifically to jus tify  the 
publication o f  the picture. The complaint was therefore upheld.
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(v) Com plaint No. 11-0001 Amess v The Echo

There was considerable debate about this case. Commissioners 
concluded that the newspaper should be requested to reconsider its 
position w ith  regard to o ffe ring an apology. As such, the o ffice  agreed 
to continue w ith  efforts towards resolving the com plaint through 
m ediation.

(v i) The Commission fo rm a lly  approved (subject to ind iv idua l queries on 
specific com plaints raised w ith  the o ffice) the fo llow ing  PCC Papers, 
w hich had contained draft adjudications fo r Commissioners’ 
ra tifica tion  or otherwise: 5010, 5011, 5012, 5013, 5014, 5015, 5016, 
5017, 5018, 5019, 5020, 5021, 5022, 5023, 5024, 5025, 5026, 5027, 
5028, 5030, 5031, 5032, 5033. A ll papers had been circulated since 
the previous Comm ission meeting.

Role o f Deputy Chairman

Commissioners received and discussed a paper about the position o f the Deputy 
Chairman. The Deputy Chairman indicated that he p rim arily  saw h im self as 
being a sounding board fo r the Chairman and as being available to other 
Commissioners -  and sta ff -  to discuss any matters on a confidentia l basis. The 
Commission was pleased at how the role was developing.

PCC PR and Com m unications Plan 2011

Commissioners discussed and approved a plan fo r PR and Communications 
ac tiv ity  during 2011.

Chairman and D irector’ s meetings

Commissioners received an update on appointments undertaken by the 
Chairman and D irector.

8. A ny other business

i)  The Chairman in form ed Commissioners that the Phone Hacking 
Review Com m ittee had met fo r the firs t tim e. I t  had already started 
review ing the PCC’ s past w ork on the subject. The Commission would 
be kept updated.

ii)  Commissioners noted that they had each been contacted by a 
disgruntled com plainant from  several years before. The D irector

853

MODI 00035998



For Distribution to CPs

21

confirm ed that his concerns had already been examined both by the 
PCC and by the Independent Reviewer.

ii i)  The Chairman inform ed Commissioners that she understood measures 
were being taken by the Press Standards Board o f Finance (Pressbof) to 
try  to bring Northern and Shell titles back in to  the fo ld  o f self
regulation.

iv ) Commissioners were updated on the recent applications fo r lay 
membership positions.

v) It was proposed that the Commission should arrange an away-day in  
due course.

9. Date o f next meeting

2.00pm  on W ednesday, 13“ * A p r il 2011 at H alton House, 20/23 Holbom , 
London E C l.
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