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This report also paints a fascinating picture about the nature of

privacy. Despite the wilder prophecies of some commentators,
‘ there has still been no rush to the courts to test the extending law
of confidence and the application of the Human Rights Act. Of
course, the long-running action by Naomi Campbell against the
Daily Mirror finally came to an end last May — although this related
to a story that was by then 3 years old. But the Commission

remains the favoured forum for the resolution of privacy

complaints. While lawyers picked over rulings in a tiny number of
legal cases — one of the most significant of which, the Princess
Caroline case, did not even concern the UK press — the
Commission concluded 218 investigations into privacy complaints.
Just over half of these ~ 127 — involved possible breaches of the
Code. Those complaining ranged from the rich and famous on the
one hand, to ordinary members of the public who were thrust into
the media spotlight on the other. This broad range of complaints
about privacy enabled the Commission to consolidate the
experience it has built up over the years, and ensure that it
continues to produce consistent and common-sensical rulings that

add to its case law. More details about the Commission’s approach

to privacy are set out on page 6 of this report.

Investigating accuracy complaints under Clauses 1 and 2
of the Code continues to provide the Commission with
the bulk of its work. Of the 713 that the Commission received last

year, 333 were found to raise a possible breach of the Code of
Practice. The Commission’s team of five complaints officers
negotiated offers to resolve 327 of these. The remaining six were
upheld at adjudication. These figures are a clear riposte to those
who believe that there should be a legally-enforceable right of

reply. There is simply no need for one.

They are alsa a tribute to the quality and hard work of the

Commission’s full time staff. 1t is still not well known that these

now independent of the industry. The presence of the 7 editors on
the Commission — the sole representation that the industry has
within it - is absolutely vital if we are to continue to issue sensible
adjudications that command respect within the industry that we
are regulating and beyond. But the Commission is dominated by
people from outside the industry. Few of those people can claim to
have contributed so much to its success as Professor Robert Pinker.
He retired from the Commission in 2004. He had been a founding
member of the Commission, and had served on it for thirteen and
a half years, including 15 months as Acting Chairman. One of the
great tributes to the PCC is the extent to which it is copied around
the world ~ and Bob Pinker has been at the forefront of spreading
the gospel of self-regulation in all four corners of the globe. He
was rightly honoured in the 2005 New Year's Honours List with the

CBE for services to the Commission.

The success of self-regulation of the press and {he Code
of Practice is in some ways invisible, and cannot be recorded here.
It is to be found in the true but intrusive stories that
are not published, in the harassment that is stopped and
in the problems that are settled directly with complainants.
Credit for all of that goes to editors and journalists themselves.
And it is their willingness to put things right when mistakes
have been made that accounts for the record number of
complaints that we are able to resolve. The Code of Practice is the
industry’s own set of rules — and | am pleased to record that, on the

whole, it seems determined to make them work.

independence and as such does not employ people who have been

v Aammiscinn (‘ ‘ A . ,
- %:W@% NMIission people are not journalists. The Commission treasures its {\\/

professional journalists. Indeed, the industry has no hand in

administering the PCC beyond indirectly funding it. What is more,

following the reforms that | announced upon my appointment as Sir Christopher Meyer KCMG,

j mg%%d %{g{%{jf@ﬁ«% Chairman in 2003, 60% of the board of the Commission are Chairman
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dlaints total inevitably conceals

TE Ly 377 [ S
The PCC receives mat vy

vie

In all, the Commission had to make 900 rulings under the Code in
2004, which represented a drop of around 14% from 2003. The
complaints that raised a possible breach of the Code also
fell by 7%. This means that, despite overall complaints levels
remaining the same, there was a noticeable drop in substantive
concerns about the newspaper and magazine industry.

Against that background, however, the PCC was busier than
ever. |t conducted 10% more investigations than in 2003,
and achieved the highest number of resolved complaints
in its 13-year history. In 98% of cases raising a possible
breach of the Code, the Commission was able to negotiate
appropriate remedial action on behalf of a complainant; in only
2% of possible breaches was no appropriate offer made. These
complaints were all upheld.

The average time taken to deal with all complaints remained
exactly the same as last year: 17 days. However, there was a slight
increase in the time taken for the Commission to complete its
investigations. This is probably explained by the extra lengths to

which PCC staff have gone in 2004 to negotiate settlements to
complaints as outlined above. However, the process remained
undoubtedly fast: it took the PCC 37 days on average to reach
a ruling on a complaint, just three days more than 2003,
and within the self-imposed target of 40 days.

While the Commission again handled complaints from high profile
figures — especially regarding the issue of privacy and pictures (see
page 6) — in 2004, it also fulfilled its primary objective of offering
assistance to ordinary members of the public; over 90% of all
complainants have not previously been in the public eye. And the
majority of the Commission’s workload was not devoted to
national newspapers (either broadsheet or tabloid): 49% of its
investigated complaints related to regional, Scottish or Northern
Irish titles, compared with 44% which related to nationals. In all
privacy cases, more substantive complaints were again raised
about regional newspapers than nationals in 2004.
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Accuracy
Opportunity to reply
Privacy

Intrusion into grief or shock
Children

Children in sex cases

Clandestine devices and subterfuge
Hospitals

Reporting of crime
Misrepresentation

Victims of sexual assault
Discrimination

Financial journalism

Confidential sources

Witness payments in criminal trials
Payment.to criminals

Customer feedback

Fach year the Commission surveys the views of hundreds of people who use its service. In 2004, 305 complainants
returned the anonymous feedback form. The results were as follows:

= 94% of people whose complaints were either upheld or resolved were satisfied or very satisfied with the way in which their case had been handled;

* 79% of respondents considered that the time taken to deal with their complaint had been about right;

El

94% of complainants found the Commission’s literature to be dear or very dear, while 87% found the PCC5 staff to be helpful or very helpful; and

s 60% overall concluded that their complaint had been handled satisfactorily or very satisfactorily. This was in line with previous years and
includes those cases where the Commission found no breach of the Code.
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Privacy

The protection of individuals’ privacy is
of the Commission’s work. Nine clauses of 1

the

of those cases ~ 127 ~
of the Code of Practice.
Comm taff negotiated proportionat
appropriate offers from the newspaper
the matter. These complaints
to all manner of things: publicatior
or photographs of houses; |

innocent relatives of criminals; the us
contained in private e-mails or confidential
documents; the revelation of
the publication of photograr

Do o ety g o g o g A |
harassment, or tak

all but two, the

ssion’s

en as a resuit of

of mourning, stores
.

about anti-social children; the sensitive handling of

stories at times of grief and so on.

Yet the broader public debate which surrounded privacy in 2004
tended to concern the far narrower topic of photographs. This was
the result of two legal rulings, one concerning photographs of
Caroline von Hannover — which appeared in the German press in
the early 1990s — and one a picture of the model Naomi Campbell
which was published three years previously. The complainant won
in both cases. Of course, the Commission has regard to the view of
the courts where the matter concerns issues of privacy. It is
important to put the number of such rulings into context, however.
Legal actions against newspapers regarding the publication of
photographs — which tend to cite the law of confidence and
Human Rights Act — are rare. They are a fraction of the number of
similar cases with which the PCC deals.

There has been some speculation about whether these two cases
would alter the manner in which the PCC handles complaints about
photographs. Its general approach has been — and will continue to be
- to apply a simple geographical test when considering complaints

New Code

that the publication of photographs is intrusive. In the absence of any
harassment, the chief issue for the Commission to consider is whether
the complainant had a reasonable expectation of privacy in the place
that they were photographed. The Commission has previously found
that publicly accessible places such as restaurants, churches, offices —
even the jungle — are places where someone would have a reasonable
expectation of privacy. However, it has made clear that public
highways, petrol station forecourts, public beaches, car parks and so
on are not such places.

However, following the Naomi Campbell ruling, the Commission
thought it right to outline that there might be a small category
of photograph — taken in a public place and in the absence of any
harassment — that nonetheless may breach the Code. While rejecting a
complaint from the publisher Kimberley Fortier about the taking and
publication of a photograph of her while walking along a street in Los
Angeles, the Commission took the opportunity to make clear that it;

“does not generally consider that the publication of photographs
of people in public places breach the Code. Exceptions might be
made if there are particular security concerns, for instance, or in
rare circumstances when a photograph reveals something about
an individual’s health that is not in the public interest”

This approach was tested shortly afterwards in a complaint from
Allegra Versace about photographs in a celebrity magazine which
illustrated something about the state of her health. As a result
of the clear indication in the Fortier ruling that such cases might
breach the Code, the magazine resolved the complaint by
publishing a prominent apology which accepted that it had erred,
and gave undertakings not to repeat the material in the article and
not to use the photographs again.

Such an outcome underlines the commonsensical manner in which
the Commission can resolve complaints. The process is confidential,
quick and free — all of which is in contrast with the law, where
hearings are conducted in public view and frequently take years to
resolve. While newspapers and magazines continue to co-operate
swiftly with the Commission in the resolution of complaints, the
Commission will continue to be the most appropriate and attractive
forum for dealing with privacy complaints.

The first annual audit of the Code took place in 2004 by the Code Committee. The annual audit was proposed by Sir Christopher Meyer as part
of his programme of ‘permanent evolution’ for the PCC. Submissions to the Code Committee were received from within the newspaper industry,
from the general public and from the Commission itself. The Commission ratified the new Code in April 2004. More details about the new
Code, and about the Code Committee’s work, are on page 17 of this report.
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Advice 24 hours a day

One of the most important and useful services tf
the PCC provides is its 24-hour emergency pager.
Meribers of the public can contact one of the
Commission's com plg nis officers at any time of night
or day - normally 1o get advice “b{;wl‘ how
to deal with Umfvamed approaches from journalists.
In approprate cases the Commission can contact
editors fo ask them 1o ensure that thelr w; rters
or photographers are acting within the terms of the
Code. This, in turn, means that issues under Clause 4
ssment) are ffequmt*v resolved  without the
to make a formal complair

In 2004, the Commission agreed that it would liaise with
broadcasters in cases involving ‘media scrums’ which involve
television and print journalists. Those worried about the presence
of a number of journalists from any media can now simply contact
the PCC with their concerns, and the Commission
will ensure that their wishes are passed on to the relevant
broadcasters. Such flexibility is only possible because the
Commission is a non-statutory bodly.

Calls to the pager almost doubled in 2004 to just under 80.
Its number is 07659 152656.

Charter Commissioner

to one of Sir Christopher's proposals

nanent kvolution, the office of the Charter

—ommissioner was estab M ‘f)r 1st January 2004,

The f’érstii arter Um ssioner, Sir Brian Cubbon, has

already published his first annual wpoﬁ which can be
{

accessed at wwwpg’i,os‘grgu?«q

The Charter Commissioner’s role is to assess concerns over
the handling of complaints. He cannot review the substance
of Commission decisions. He serves, in that sense, as an internal
‘judicial review’ mechanism, allowing complainants the
opportunity to query and challenge the manner in which their
complaints were handled by the PCC.

Sir Brian received 59 complaints in 2004, which represents
a little under 2% of all the cases handled by the PCC. As a result,
he made a number of recommendations regarding both specific
cases and more general procedural points. Al of the
recommendations were accepted by the Commission.

Charter Compliance Panel

The Charter Compliance Panel was appointed from
January st 2004 to audit the standard of service
given to complainants by the Commission. s
members are Sir Brian Cubbon, Dame Ruth Runciman
and Charles Wilson. Its creation was {'W% of Sir
ristopher Mever's plan for ‘permanent evolution’
of the Press i’ior“ p?aé”ﬂs Commission. It ensures that
there is scrutiny of the Commission’s procedures, Last
year it examined over 200 files, chosen at random.

The Panel publishes a separate annual report. Its report for 2004,
which included a number of recommendations about how the
Commission could improve its standard of service further, is
available online at www.pccpapers.org.uk

Guidance notes

From time 1o time, the Commission publishes
guidance notes which are designed to explain its
&pg}:’@dgh to a particular issue under the Code,
for instance by giving examples of izwarfﬁrate
‘iﬁé&?m”HH(}éO(y Last year it revised g d< nce - originally
published in %v% ~on the subject am@ry Winners,
making clear the protection afford e Code 1o
winmers who opt for ,.nony%'m‘zy or ;:)u@iid"iy:

The Commission also published a note on the reporting of
people accused of crime, following an approach from the Home
Office, which was concerned about the position of people
accused of - but not charged with — crime. Responding to these
concerns, the Commission drew together the relevant provisions
of the Code in a new Guidance Note. The notes can be accessed
at www.pcc.org.uk

These Guidance Notes were notified to the Editors’ Code
of Practice Committee.

At the end of 2004, the PCC announced that it would ask its press
cuttings agency to scan the British press for the phrase ‘illegal
asylum seeker’. A guidance note published in 2003 specifically
stated that this phrase was likely to raise issues under Clause 1
(Accuracy) of the Code. The Commission was alerted to research
that suggested that, while incidences of the term had declined,
they had not been eradicated. The Chairman undertook t6 bring
any future examples to the attention of the editor concerned.
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Commission changes

As the chairman has recorded in his report,
Professor Robert Pinker retired during
2004 after 13 and a hall vears on the
Commission. However, he will continue 1o be
involved with the PCCs training work and
international activities.

He was replaced as a public member on the Commission
by Adam Phillips, a market research Consultant, who has
extensive experience of regulation of the market research
industry. He is currently the Chair of the ESOMAR
Professional Standards Committee. (ESOMAR is the world
association of market research professionals.)

Mr Phillips was the second lay member appointed as a
result of the open recruitment process announced as Sir
Christopher’s 8-point plan for PCC reform, which was
announced in 2003.

Appointments Commission

Members of the Cormmission, the
Practice Committee,  and  the
Compliance Panel are appointed
independent

as is the €

Cormmission,

The Appointments Commission is chaired by Sir
Christopher Meyer and is dominated by individuals
who have no connection to the newspaper and magazine
industry. The only representative of the industry is Philip
Graf CBE, the chairman of Pressbof. The other members of
the Commission are:

» Lord Mayhew of Twysden QC (former Secretary
of State for Northern Ireland);

= Sir David Clementi (Chairman, Prudential plc);

e Baroness Smith of Gilmorehill (Chairman, Edinburgh
Festival Fringe).
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Open Days Anticipating problems

Vomem

through

)
of s work, in 2

who give

g the afternoon, the

wware that

any subject relat
. Sir Christopher Meyer chairs the
| s members of  the
and a newspaper editor.
¢ to David
Post, and Alun
, editor of the Western Mall, for agree

-

ditorial members of the panels

To that end, the director of the Commission wrote to every coroner
and police force with details about how to make a complaint, with
a request that the information be made available to vulnerable
members of the public. He also addressed the annual Victim
Support Conference, and the annual gathering of the Association
of Police Public Relations Officers. Specific meetings were also
and Cardiff respectively. arranged between members of the PCC's staff and the Scottish
Police Family Liaison Officers, Suffolk and Derbyshire police, and
with the Chief Constables of North Wales and Merseyside Police.

,,,,,,

Similar events are planned for Belfast and Newcastle in 2005.

The Commission’s External Affairs Manager, Sue Roberts, had a
series of meetings with representatives of community and special
interest groups, including the Refugee Council, ICAR and the lrish
Travellers Group. She also met Strategic Health Authorities
throughout the country.
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int. But they alsc
ion to help train potential
Commission  and  the
of the Cade. It therefore
ange of speakers to address journalism
‘essor Robert Pinker — who is now a
) 1551 and Sue Rober

Anyone wishing to organise a speaker from the PCC should
contact Tonia Milton, the Commission’s Events and Information
Manager, by e-mail. Her address is tonia.milton@pcc.org.uk
Requests for copies of the Code of Practice in its various forms
should also be made to her.

Online and On-call

IR
- code of practice

s

Quite apart from its specific activities around the UK, the PCC continues to be online and on-call 24 hours a day, 7 days a week.
The Commission’s website (www.pcc.org.uk), which receives hundreds of hits each day, is a huge databank of information. It contains details
of every complaint adjudicated or resolved by the PCC since 1996 as well as advice for the public on how to deal with potentially difficult
situations. The site also enables individuals to lodge their complaints immediately.
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As has been made dear elsewhere, the primary alm
of the PCC is to bring about tf

1]

; the resolution of all

complaints that raise a possible breach of the Code
whenever it can.

This means, in practice, that the Commission’s team of five complaints
officers devote much of their time to negotiating appropriate offers
from editors in order to bring about the amicable settlement of
complaints to the satisfaction of complainants. In turn, the culture of
conciliation fostered by the PCC over recent years has ensured that
editors — almost without exception — make every effort to provide
remedial action to complaints when asked to do so.

It is a striking achievement that of the 333 accuracy cases
that raised a possible breach of the Code, the Commission’s
complaints officers brokered offers to resolve all but 6 of them. Not

Complaints can be resolved under any of the 16 clauses of the
Code through a variety of means. In 2004, the PCC was involved
in the negotiation of:

56 Corrections

75 Clarifications

48 Published apologies
43 Annotations of records
67 Private apologies

86 Published letters

38 Undertakings

27 Points of further action (including explanations, private
settlements etc)

all these offers were accepted.

eadwigtresS
Tk:o&y\u(nd that the newiparer had

putighed & yh‘atoqrayh, of
st o pekind the wall on
~ (tanding, brun v
dtvro\y‘l‘:rop“ ~ were deartyy V\(‘:\:; The
( cowglaint Wal refolved Mu&am
¥, Whids {wwiediatdy
“cw‘rm p mm the Code, ‘WK a
erfonal letter of apcteny to the

wdertaking af
ot and gave an W 19 48
mﬂuﬁ"&":rm {n Teqard 1o hig fggue

A bawger complained thas an article ou 4
Disciplinary Tribunal in which she was involved
contained majon inaccuracies, including the inong
outeome. This gave the impression that the
complainant was “truck of)” when i Jact she
had wou hew cage, The complaint was vesolyed
whew the wewspapes — which achnowledged the
exors in the repost which oxiginally came hrow 4
hews agency — semoved the offending caticle
Prom its website and swiftly publiched 4
corection and apology,

Some examples of resolved complaints are set out below:

*

A duotor complaned that an article
had wied the terms “aggbum seckers and
‘Ulegal imimggrants incerchangeatly.
The complaunt was resived. when the
newspaper pablished. a letter from. the
complatnant, annstated its files tv
reflect her concerns and, relssued an
internal guidarce nite . the sabject.

A fother complocned thot
6 court report referred <o
his son’s’ mentod heoldth
ond that the cnelusion of
Such detacds wos not
Aireethy relevent to the
cose. The comploint wos
resolved when the
news, r andertook nrot
‘o F«b,&’sh any medical
Aetocks cn further orticles
Wwhich were not germoene to
the court case Cn guestion.

‘A:’\i‘v‘qméhéomplabied that the newspaper
report of the inquest into the death of hey
brother contained Inaceuracies and was
insensitive. The complaint was resolved
when the editor of the hewspaper who
aéee‘pfed‘fha‘ffhélamcle was insensitive,
sent a personal letter of apology to the

complainant and her family,

{ Lpined that photogr®
g SLME&V)CLOLQ;% (i Ehe newspapey were
?f e ?ve e made clear thot l}:l/\e
Kooy - e, whilcl were of her bw amw
e o Pv»vr;l/vess, nad beew taRew Whs
e ot 4 a private Vit b @ pmce‘ w
Smlwas;wmg a veasoniaole expectatm;m
WWCY\ o The comww WQS/NSDW; -
" ?thavféy} v.»ewswpev, whitch beueveolbic
\:Vr\:?wtages were already i the prbil

P i LO@@ tp the
Al al MbLLS]/lﬂ?l an ﬂ‘P()

" LLRVT«V\JZWK i W]/li«()]/l 1t ac EP 4 th
covp ace teo ot

i sive
thelr wbt’wat'mw nad beew twntm
and veatfirmed its CDWLWL;'LW
albotde by the Code of Practiet.

pMS

MWWWW”W

Further examples can be seen on the PCC website at http://www.pcc.org.uk/reports/resolvedsummaries.asp.
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systems, it belleves

5 and Bulgaria.

But the key part of the Commission’s international strategy is to
maintain close links with counterpart organisations in Europe, with
which it has a number of issues in common. Chief among these is
the desire to prevent European institutions from encroaching on its
territory by promoting legislation that will regulate the content of

newspapers and magazines.

The foundation of the Commissions relationship with similar
European bodies is the Alliance of Independent Press Councils
of Europe (AIPCE). Its annual meeting was generously hosted
in 2004 by the Cyprus Media Complaints Commission, and saw
a record number of countries represented, from Ireland in the West
to Russia in the East (see map on page 16). The Cypriot Minister for
the Interior opened the conference by expressing his support for
self-regulation, noting that “the promotion of freedom of
expression and the provision of truthful information...in the final
analysis promote democracy and peace.”

AIPCE was pleased to welcome representatives from Albania,
Bulgaria, Georgia and Armenia for the first time — an encouraging
sign of the spread of media freedoms there. However,
self-regulatory institutions in those countries face considerable
hurdles — largely concering the viability of long-term funding —
before they can become entrenched. The attendance of many of
the representatives from Eastern Europe was funded by the Council
of Europe and the Open Society Foundation.

Professor Robert Pinker, who retired from the PCC in the summer
of 2004, continued as the International Chairman of the Bosnian
Press Council, with which the PCC has had close links for the
past five years. The BiH PC hopes that by the middle of 2005
a national Chairman will be ready to take charge, by which time
Professor Pinker will have spent three years chairing the body.

The Commission remained concerned at proposals in the Republic
of Ireland to establish a press council with a statutory basis.
Although the matter had not been resolved at the time of the
writing of this report, there were strong indications that the lIrish
government would introduce legislation paving the way for
the creation of a press council. This move would be contrary
to the trend in most of Europe, which is away from governmental
interference in the regulation of press content and towards
the establishment of truly self-regulatory institutions.

During the course of the year the Commission welcomed visitors
from many countries to its offices ~ many of those visits being
organised by the Foreign & Commonwealth Office. Students from
Syracuse University in the USA, representatives from the Ukrainian
Press Ethics Commission, and the President of the Ethiopian Free
Press Journalists’ Association were just a few of the many individuals
who requested briefings on the Commission’s work.
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TWO major innovations aimed at moving forward the process of self-
regulation marked out the year as one of the busiest in the Code
Committee’s history. The Committee conducted its first annual Review
of the Code and embarked on a project to produce its own official
handbook. The projects sprang directly from two of Sir Christopher
Meyer's proposals for ‘permanent evolution’ of press self-regulation,
which the Committee readily embraced as extremely positive.

The Review, conducted in the light of public consultation, amounted to
the Code’s most thorough overhaul since the revisions in 1997,
following the death of Diana Princess of Wales. The Code is already
widely acknowledged as tough, comprehensive and concise, but our
aim was to make it simpler to use, both for the editors and journalists
for whom it is already a professional tool, and for complainants.

It gave us the opportunity to emphasise more explicitly some
fundamental elements, particularly the responsibility to observe the
Code not just to the letter but in the spirit. It also stressed that the
Code covers online versions of publications, as well as printed copies;
applies to all editorial contributors, including non-journalists; and that
editors had the ultimate duty of care to implement its rules.

The Code emerged from the Review not only stronger, but shorter
and crisper than before, while actually covering more ground. It
introduced, for example, the requirement for publications to include
a headline reference to the PCC in the report of any adverse
adjudication against them. It extended privacy provisions to cover
digital communications — forbidding the interception of private or
mobile telephone calls, texts, or email messages, unless in the public
interest. A new test was introduced to prevent payment to criminals

for material that seeks to exploit, glorify or glamorise crime. At the
same time, the rules were tightened so that a publication that paid a
criminal in the genuine belief that it would obtain material in the
public interest could not publish if the material yielded nothing of
public interest. It would mean, in effect, that the money had been
wasted — which is sure to discourage purely fishing expeditions.

Our purpose throughout the Review was to make the Code
clearer and more accessible - better and more widely understood
outside the industry as well as inside. Those same ambitions were at
the heart of the project to produce The Editors’ Codebook ~ a
handbook which, for the first time, set the Code and the PCC's
adjudications upon it in into context.

Over nearly 14 years, the body of PCC case law has become a unique
guide to how the Code is interpreted. Although the handbook was
not published until early 2005, the Committee’s Secretary, lan Beales,
completed the research, groundwork and drafting in 2004 when the
final draft was revised and agreed by the Code Committee. lan
deserves special recognition for the enormous effort he contributed
to preparing the book.

One of its benefits was to demonstrate how much the PCC’s
adjudications have helped shape the thinking of the British press
over the years. It is a powerful reminder that self-regulation, far from
being an example of the press being the sole judge in its own court,
relies heavily for its authority on the decisions of a body with a strong
majority of lay members. We hope the Codebook will be invaluable
to working journalists, students, lawyers and all those with an
interest in making self-regulation work. its very existence is testimony
to the industry's commitment to that cause.

None of this could have been achieved without the continued
strong teamwork of the Code Committee, which — despite serious
debate on many individual issues - continues to reach its decisions
by genuine consensus. We have never needed to take a vote.
Given the strongly independent nature of the committee’s
membership, that is itself a major feat and | pay tribute to them all for
their time, diligence and dedication.

During the year, we welcomed to the Committee Lindsay Nicholson,
Editor-in-chief of Good Housekeeping magazine, and Harriet Wilson,
Director of Editorial Administration and Rights at Conde Nast. They
were nominated by the Periodical Publishers Association to replace
Tom Loxley, following his departure from Maxim magazine, and
James Bishop, of lllustrated London News, who had served on the
Code Committee for nine years. | am extremely grateful for their
contribution.

Les Hinton
Chairman of the Code Committee
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The Press Complaints Commission is charged with enforcing the following Code of Practice which
was framed by the newspaper and periodical industry and was ratified by the PCC on 28 April
2005. 1t takes effect from 1 June 2005.

All members of the press have a duty to maintain the highest professional standards. This Code
sets the benchmark for those ethical standards, protecting both the rights of the individual and
the public’s right to know. It is the cornerstone of the system of self-regulation to which the
industry has made a bincling commitment.

It is essential that an agreed code be honoured not only to the letter but in the full spirit. It should
not be interpreted so narrowly as to compromise its commitment to respect the rights of the
individual, nor so broadly that it constitutes an unnecessary interference with freedom of
expression or prevents publication in the public interest.

It is the responsihbility of editors and publishers to implement the Code and they should take care
to ensure it is observed rigorously by all editorial staff and external contributors, including non-
journalists, in printed and online versions of publications.

Editors should co-operate swiftly with the PCC in the resolution of complaints. Any publication
judged to have breached the Code must print the adjudication in full and with due prominence,
including headline reference to the PCC.

i} The Press must take care not to publish inaccurate, misleading or distorted information,
including pictures.

i) A significant inaccuracy, mis-leading statement or distortion once recognised must be corrected,
promptly and with due prominence, and - where appropriate - an apology published.

ity The Press, whilst free to be partisan, must distinguish clearly between comment, conjecture and fact.

v} A publication must report fairly and accurately the outcome of an action for defamation to which it
has been a party, unless an agreed settlernent states otherwise, or an agreed statement is published.

A fair opportunity for reply to inaccuracies must be given when reasonably called for.

i) Everyone is entitled to respect for his or her private and family life, home, health and
correspondence, including digital communications. Editors will be expected to justify intrusions
into any individual's private fife without consent.

ii) Itis unacceptable to photograph individuals in private places without their consent.
Note - Private places are public or private property where there is a reasonable expectation of privacy.

) Journalists must not engage in intimidation, harassment or persistent pursuit.
i} They must not persist in questioning, telephoning, pursuing or photographing individuals once
asked to desist; nor remain on their property when asked to leave and must not follow them.

i) Editors must ensure these principles are observed by those working for them and take care not
10 use non-compliant material from other sources.

u
In cases involving personal grief or shock, enquiries and approaches must be made with sympathy
and discretion and publication handled sensitively. This should not restrict the right to report legal
proceedings, such as inguests.

i} Young people should be free to complete their time at school without unnecessary intrusion.

i) A child under 16 must not be interviewed or photographed on issues involving their own or
another child's welfare unless a custodial parent or similarly responsible adult consents.

i) Pupils must not be approached or photegraphed at school without the permission of the
school authorities.

iv} Minors must not be paid for material involving chitdren’s welfare, nor parents or guardians for
material about their children or wards, unless it is clearly in the child's interest,

v} Fditors must not use the fame, notoriety or position of a parent or guardian as sole justification
for publishing details of a child's private life.

i} The press must not, even if legally free to do so, identify children under 16 who are victims or
witnesses in cases involving sex offences.

i) In any press report of a case involving a sexual offence against a child -

a} The child must not be identified.

b) The adult may be identified.

¢) The word "incest” must not be used where a child victim might be identified.

d) Care must be taken that nothing in the report implies the refationship between the accused
and the child.

i} Journalists must identify them-selves and obtain permission from a responsible executive before
entering non-public areas of hospitals or similar institutions to pursue enguiries.

i) The restrictions on intruding into privacy are particularly relevant to enquiries about individuals
in hospitals or similar institutions.

S

Relatives or friends of persons convicted or accused of crime should not generally be identified
without their consent, unless they are genuinely refevant to the story.

Particular regard should be paid to the potentially vulnerable position of children who witness,
or are victims of, crime. This should not restrict the right to report legal proceedings.

The press must not seek to obtain or publish material acquired by using hidden cameras ar
clandestine listening devices; or by intercepting private or mobile telephone calls, messages or
emails; or by the unauthorised removal of documents or photographs.

Engaging in misrepresentation or subterfuge, can generally be justified only in the public
interest and then only when the material cannot be obtained by other means.

The press must not identify victims of sexual assault or publish material likely to contribute to such
identification unless there is adequate justification and they are legally free to do so.

The press must avoid prejudicial or pejorative reference to an individual's race, colour, religion,
gender, sexual orientation or to any physical or mental illness or disability.

Details of an individual’s race, colour, religion, sexual orientation, physical or mental iliness or
disability must be avoided unless genuinely relevant to the story.

Even where the law does not prohibit it, journalists must not use for their own profit financial
information they receive in advance of its general publication, nor should they pass such
information to others.

They must not write about shares or securities in whose performance they know that they or
their close families have a significant financial interest without disclosing the interest to the
editor or finandial editor,

iii) They must not buy or sell, either directly or through nominees or agents, shares or securities
about which they have written recently or about which they intend to write in the near future.

Journalists have a moral obligation to protect confidential sources of information.

i} No payment or offer of payment to a witness - or any person who may reasonably be expected
to be called as a witness - should be made in any case once proceedings are active as defined
by the Contempt of Court Act 1981,

This prohibition lasts until the suspect has been freed unconditionally by police without charge
or bail or the proceedings are otherwise discontinued; or has entered a guilty plea to the court;
or, in the event of a not guilty plea, the cowrt has announced its verdict.

*ii) Where proceedings are not yet active but are likely and foreseeable, editors must not make or
offer payment to any person who may reasonably be expected to be called as a wit-ness, unless
the information concerned ought demonstrably to be published in the public fnterest and there
is an over-riding need to make or promise payment for this to be done; and alf reasonable steps
have been taken to ensure no financial dealings influence the evidence those witnesses give. In
no crcumstances should such payment be conditional on the outcome of a trial.

“ii) Any payment ar offer of payment made to a person later cited to give evidence in proceedings must
be disclosed to the prosecution and defence. The witness must be advised of this requirement.

) Payment or of'ers of payment for stories, pictures or information, which seek to exploit a
particular crime or to glorify or glamorise crime in general, must not be made directly or via
agents to convicted or confessed criminals or to their assodiates — who may include family,
friends and colleagues.

i} Editors invoking the public interest to justify payment or offers would need to demonstrate that
there was good reason to believe the public interest would be served. if, despite payment, no
public interest emerged, then the material should not be published.
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