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M r W G  Ibberson v  B righouse Echo

C lauses noted: 3, 4

M r W  G Ibberson o f B righouse, W est Y orksh ire , com pla ined to  the  Press C om pla in ts Com m ission 
tha t a photograph accom panying  an a rtic le  headlined “A n o th e r spanne r th row n in to the S ugden ’s 
w o rks” w as pub lished in the B righouse Echo on 12 D ecem ber 2003 in breach o f C lause 3 (P rivacy) 
o f the  C ode o f Practice, and had been taken a t a p riva te  function  w ithou t consent in breach o f 
C lause 4 (H arassm ent).

The  com pla in t w as rejected.

The com pla inan t said tha t he had been invited to a ttend the 10th ann ive rsa ry  ce lebra tion  o f the 
open ing o f a local school. The  even t had been held in the  schoo l itse lf and adm ission was by private 
inv ita tion  only. H owever, a photograph taken at the  event was subsequen tly  pub lished in the 
new spaper and this, said the  com pla inant, constitu ted an invasion o f his privacy. He had not g iven 
consent fo r the  im age to  be taken o r pub lished and, indeed, had a lw ays re fused to  be photographed 
by jou rna lis ts  in the past.

The  new spaper said that the  even t w as ve ry  m uch ‘pub lic ’ and had been ve ry  well pub lic ised, not 
least because o f the  a ttendance o f The  Princess Royal. R eporters and pho tographers had been 
invited to  record the  ce lebra tions and had taken a p ic ture  o f the  com p la inan t -  a h igh-pro file  local 
businessm an -  w h ich was la te r used in an a rtic le  unconnected to the event. The  new spaper 
acknow ledged the  com pla inan t’s desire  no t to have his im age pub lished but it did not cons ide r that 
it had acted in breach o f the  C ode by tak ing and using the  photograph.

Adjudication

W hile  the even t itse lf m ay have phys ica lly  taken  p lace on private property, it w as c lea r to  the 
C om m iss ion  tha t the  nature o f the  occas ion  w as not private. A  sen io r m em ber o f the  Royal Fam ily 
had a ttended in an offic ia l capacity  -  som eth ing tha t wou ld  have been recorded in the C ourt C ircu lar 
as a pub lic  engagem ent. M oreover, the  C om m ission w as bound to take  in to account the  fac t that 
the  pho tog rapher w as p resent a t the  schoo l by invita tion: he was the re  w ith the  consent o f the 
even t’s o rgan ise rs  and there  was no suggestion  tha t he was tak ing photographs surreptitiously . In 
these  c ircum stances, it w as not incum bent on the pho tog rapher to ask  perm iss ion o f ind iv iduals 
before  tak ing th e ir p icture. N e ither w as the  ed ito r ob liged to obta in  perm ission before  pub lish ing 
such photographs, regard less o f the  context. W h ile  the  C om m ission accepted tha t the  com pla inant 
m ay not have know n that his hosts had invited jou rna lis ts  to record the ce lebra tions, it could not 
conclude tha t the  even t was one a t w h ich the  com pla inan t had a reasonable  expecta tion  o f privacy. 
The re  was there fo re  no breach o f e ithe r C lauses 3 o r 4 o f the  Code.
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