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M r A R ashley v  Southern D a ily  Echo

Clauses noted; 3

M r A  R ash ley o f Southam pton com pla ined to the Press C om pla in ts C om m ission tha t an artic le  
headlined “S urroga te  m um  was answ er to  ou r prayers” published in the  Southern  D a ily  Echo on 22 
M ay 2004 conta ined in trusive m ateria l in breach o f C lause 3 (P rivacy) o f the  C ode o f Practice.

The com p la in t was rejected.

The com p la inan t and his w ife  had prev ious ly  com pla ined to the C om m ission about the  pub lication o f 
the ir partia l address fo llow ing the prosecu tion o f a w om an w ho had tried to  en te r in to an illegal 
su rrogacy a rrangem ent w ith  them . T ha t com p la in t w as resolved when the  new spaper -  w h ich  did 
not accep t th a t there  had been a breach o f the  C ode -  neverthe less o ffe red  to w ithho ld  pub lication 
o f the  com p la inan ts ’ s tree t nam e from  fu rthe r artic les about them . The com pla inan ts  reverted to  the 
Com m ission w hen ano the r artic le  w as pub lished w h ich did include the ir road nam e, con tra ry  to the 
undertaking tha t the  ed ito r had given.

The ed ito r apo log ised fo r the  breakdown in com m unica tion  which resu lted in the s tree t nam e being 
published. He said tha t new  gu ide lines had subsequen tly  been put in p lace to  ensure  tha t the 
problem  w ould  not recur, a lthough he resta ted his v iew  that the  in itia l a rtic le  did not breach the 
Code. He added tha t the  com pla inan ts  appeared to have em braced pub lic ity  by appearing on 
te levis ion to ta lk  about the  case and by selling the ir s to ry  to a national new spaper.

The  com p la inan t pointed out tha t his address had not been revealed as a resu lt o f these  o the r 
m edia appearances.

Adjudication

The com pla inan ts  w ere  at the centre  o f a s to ry  tha t had a ttracted national a tten tion  as a resu lt o f a 
court case, and pub lic ity  in the ir local new spaper in these  c ircum stances was the re fo re  inevitable. 
The C om m iss ion  noted that the ir precise  address had not been pub lished. The C om m ission does 
not gene ra lly  cons ide r that the  w hereabou ts  o f the  s tree t on which an ind iv idua l lives is a m a tte r tha t 
inheren tly  concerns the ir private life. The re  w ere  no reasons to depart from  th is  princip le  in th is case 
and there  w as there fo re  no breach o f the  Code on th is point. However, the  C om m ission was 
pleased tha t the  ed ito r had nonethe less g iven the com pla inants undertak ings about fu tu re  
coverage, som eth ing  that w as w ith in  the  sp irit o f m edia tion that se lf-regu la tion  encourages.

It was the re fo re  unfortunate  tha t there  had been a breakdown in com m unica tion  tha t resulted in the 
s tree t nam e being published again. Nonetheless, the  Com m ission noted tha t the  ed ito r had 
apo log ised to  the  Com m ission and to the com pla inants, and had ensured tha t s teps would be taken 
to ensure  tha t the  o ffe r would be respected in fu ture. In these circum stances, the  Com m ission 
considered that, a lthough there  had been a regre ttab le  oversight, the re  w as no ev idence tha t the 
ed ito r had acted in bad fa ith  and there  w ere  there fo re  no m atters fo r the  C om m ission to pursue.

A d jud ica tion  issued 2004
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