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M r R ichard Davies v  D a iiy  M irro r

C lauses noted: 1

M r R ichard Davies com pla ined to the Press Com pla in ts C om m ission tha t tw o artic les headlined “ I’m 
a m onster” and “Q uentin  D avies ’ n iece sentenced to 15 years fo r m urder” , pub lished in the  Daily 
M irro r on 12 January  2010 and 13 January  2010, w e re  inaccura te  and m isleading in breach o f 
C lause 1 (A ccuracy) o f the E d ito rs ’ Code o f Practice.

The new spaper had offered a su ffic ien t form  o f rem edia l action.

T he  com p la inan t’s daughter, Jessica  Davies, had been convicted o f the  m urder o f O liv ie r M ugn ie r at 
Versa illes  C rim ina l C ourt in January  2010. The com pla inan t in itia lly  contacted the C om m ission in 
February 2010. S ubsequent de lay was caused by the com p la inan t’s e ffo rts  to obta in  the  offic ia l 
resu lts o f Ms D avies ’ blood sam ple ; in Ju ly  2010 the Com m ission agreed to suspend its 
investiga tion  until such docum enta tion  w as received. The  com p la inan t provided the tox ico logy 
report - a long w ith  letters from  his daugh te r’s so lic ito rs - in O ctober and N ovem ber 2010. The 
C om m ission then sought an independen t transla tion  o f these docum ents, w h ich w as sen t to  the 
new spaper in January  2011.
The com pla inan t said that the  report o f the  tria l was inaccurate and m isleading on th ree  issues.

First, the  court had not “heard” tha t po lice believed tha t Ms Davies w as “ inspired by the  m urder o f 
M eredith  K e rche r in Italy, ju s t days earlie r” . The com pla inan t said tha t French police had re jected 
specu la tion  tha t the  cases w ere  linked in any way. In add ition , he provided a le tte r from  his 
daugh te r’s so lic ito rs asserting tha t the  Kercher case had not been m entioned during Ms D av ies ’ 
tria l. Second, M r M ugnier had not been found w ith  his “th roa t cu t” ; M r M ugn ie r had suffe red on ly  
one  s tab w ound to  his chest (“tho rax” ), w ith  ano ther sm all supe rfic ia l scratch. T he  com pla inan t 
provided a fu rthe r le tte r from  his daugh te r’s so lic ito rs regard ing the location o f the  wound. Third , Ms 
Davies had not “sm oked cannab is ” on the even ing in question: court ev idence and the tox ico logy 
report - provided by the com pla inan t during the course o f the  investiga tion  - show ed tha t she  had 
on ly  consum ed prescrip tion m edicines.

The re  w as no offic ia l transcrip t o f the  court proceedings, and the  new spaper said tha t the  
in form ation reported had been obta ined from  confidentia l po lice and court sources. W h ils t it was not 
w illing  to d isc lose the identity o f these  sources, it o ffe red to publish a correction m aking c lea r tha t 
the  re fe rence to the Kercher case  re la ted to in form ation obta ined from  sources ra the r than 
in form ation heard in court. O nce it had received the tox ico logy report, the  new spaper a lso offe red to 
c la rify  tha t tests fo r cannabis m ade a fte r Ms D avies ’ a rrest w ere  negative.

Adjudication

N ew spapers have an essentia l part to  p lay in the reporting o f crim e and the jud ic ia l system  that 
prosecu tes those accused o f com m itting  it. It is v ita lly  im portant tha t any such reports adhere  to  the 
key princip les govern ing accuracy under the term s o f the  E d ito rs ’ Code: tak ing care  not to  publish 
inaccura te  o r m isleading in form ation; and c learly  d is tingu ish ing between com m ent, con jectu re  and 
fact.

These  princ ip les are equa lly  valid w he the r reporting cases in the UK o r abroad, w here  offic ia l 
p rocedures m ay be d iffe ren t (as on th is occasion). Indeed, the  reporting  o f cases tak ing p lace in a 
fo re ign ju risd ic tion  poses particu la r cha llenges fo r edito rs. The Com m ission took th is  opportun ity  to 
h igh ligh t the  im portance o f care in the use and presentation o f m ateria l orig inating  from  the  po lice 
and court p rocesses o f o the r countries.

The  m ost s ign ifican t points in regard to  the  coverage related to  the  c ircum stances in w h ich the 
killing had taken place: w he ther Ms Davies had sm oked cannabis on the  night; the  exact location o f
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the  w ound su ffe red  by M r M ugnier; and the  suggested link between the  case and the  death o f 
M eredith Kercher.

On the  a lleged link to the K e rche r case, it w as c lea rly  incorrect fo r the  new spaper to  have referred 
to  th is  as having been s ta ted in court (“the  court heard”), when its position  was, in fact, tha t the 
in form ation had been provided by po lice and prosecu tion  sources. T he  repo rte r was not p resent in 
court itself, and w h ils t the  new spaper w as entitled , to a certa in degree, to  re ly  on sources, the  
nature o f the  in form ation - m ost im portan tly  th a t it had not been verified  - shou ld have been m ade 
c lea r to readers. A s  such, the  new spaper w as ob liged to  correct th is  point. It had offered to  do so in 
an appropria te  m anner.

In the absence o f any  offic ia l transcrip t o f the  court proceedings, the  C om m iss ion  had regard to the 
reporte r’s notes provided to  it as part o f its investiga tion . These show ed, fo r exam ple, tha t the re  had 
certa in ly  been re fe rence  to  “cannab is ” in the  case: it had not been den ied tha t M r M ugn ie r had 
sm oked cannabis in the fla t on the n ight in question . T ha t said, once  the com p la inan t had provided 
the  tox ico logy report w h ich m ade c lea r tha t Ms Davies had not sm oked cannabis, it was righ t fo r the 
new spaper to  c la rify  th is to readers. The  new spaper’s o ffe r represented a su ffic ien t fo rm  o f rem edia l 
action under the te rm s o f C lause 1 (ii) o f the  Code.

The Com m ission w ished to  acknow ledge the  d iscrepancy h igh lighted by the  com p la inan t re la ting to 
the  question o f p rec ise ly  w here  the  w ound w h ich killed M r M ugnier had been in flic ted (the tho rax as 
opposed to the throat). Bearing in m ind the  fu ll c ircum stances o f the  case, and the  facts  tha t w ere 
not in d ispute  invo lv ing the  dea th  o f M r M ugnier, the  C om m ission did not cons ide r that th is point 
required sepa ra te  correction  o r c la rifica tion . T he  te rm s o f th is ad jud ica tion  a llow ed it to be aired 
publicly.

A d jud ica tion  issued 21/04/2011
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