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M iss Suranne Jones v  D a ily  S port

C lauses noted: 3

M iss S uranne Jones com pla ined to the  P ress C om pla in ts C om m ission th rough G ranada T e lev is ion  
tha t an artic le  headlined “S uranne is the  rand iest g irl I’ve ever m et” pub lished in the  D a ily  S port on 
22 M ay 2003 intruded into her p rivacy in breach o f C lause 3 (P rivacy) o f the  C ode o f Practice.

The com pla in t was upheld.

The com pla inan t is an actress in C oronation S treet. A  fo rm er boyfriend had spoken  to  the 
new spaper and provided an exp lic it accoun t o f the ir re lationship. The  com p la inan t said tha t the 
artic le  conta ined an in trusive level o f deta il and that she had been d is tressed by the invasion into 
he r privacy.

The new spaper said tha t both it and the News o f the  W orld  had, when the  com p la inan t jo ined  the 
cast o f C oronation S treet th ree  years previously, pub lished s im ila r accoun ts  o f the  re la tionsh ip  
w ithou t ob jection  from  the com pla inant. It said tha t the  artic le  w as true  and questioned the 
com pla inan t’s m otives in com pla in ing now  about the  so rt o f m ateria l tha t she had p rev ious ly  a llow ed 
to  pass w ithou t com pla int.

G ranada Te lev is ion said tha t the  com p la inan t had not read the p revious a rtic les -  a t the  request o f 
her paren ts -  but exp la ined tha t in any case they  w ere not as explic it.

Adjudication

The C om m ission noted that the  new spaper had advanced no de fence fo r pub lica tion  o the r than tha t 
the  com pla inan t had not p rev ious ly  com pla ined about p ieces tha t it regarded as sim ilar. W h ile  the 
Com m ission has m ade c lea r tha t people shou ld  com pla in  w heneve r m ateria l is pub lished tha t they  
cons ider to  be intrusive, it m ust ba lance w he the r the exten t o f an ind iv idua l’s previous acqu iescence 
in s tories abou t the ir private life is su ffic ien t to ju s tify  a new spaper pub lish ing fu rthe r in trus ive  
m ateria l about them . In th is case the sub jec t m atte r w as o f the  m ost personal nature  and g raph ica lly  
described. The re  w as no pub lic in te rest in the  m ateria l. In these c ircum stances the com p la inan t’s 
fa ilu re  to  com pla in  three years ago about a sm all num ber o f in terv iew s w ith  the sam e ex-boyfriend  
w as not a su ffic ien t reason to  ju s tify  the  pub lication o f such an in trus ive  artic le. Th is w as a se rious  
and un justifiab le  breach o f the  C ode and the C om m ission had no hes ita tion  in upho ld ing the 
com pla int.
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