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PCC rejects complaints from parents of Neil Entwistle

The Press Com plaints Commission has rejected a num ber o f com pla in ts -  includ ing one o f 
harassment -  fro m  the  parents o f  Neil Entw istle against th e ir  local newspaper, th e  W orksop 
Guardian. In its ruling, the  PCC acknow ledged th a t the  couple had become involved in a high pro file  
news s to ry  th rough  no fa u lt o f th e ir  ow n bu t emphasised the  righ t o f  the  newspaper to  report every 
angle o f the  case.

C liff and Yvonne Entw istle, whose son Neil was convicted o f m urdering  his w ife  and daughter earlie r 
th is  year in the  USA, said the  new spaper had published num erous hostile  le tters in response to  th e ir 
decision to  m ain ta in  th e ir  son's innocence. This, th e y  argued, dem onstra ted  a fa ilu re  to  handle 
pub lica tion  sensitive ly at w h a t was e ffec tive ly  a tim e  o f g rie f (in breach o f Clause 5 o f  the  Code). It 
also am ounted to  harassm ent (in breach o f Clause 4), as did the  newspaper's num erous a ttem pts to  
con tact them . In add ition , th e y  said, the  newspaper had obta ined a photograph o f M rs Entw istle 
c landestine ly w hen she was on school p ro p e rty  (where she w orked as a teacher) in breach o f Clauses 
3 (Privacy) and 10 (Clandestine devices and subterfuge).

The newspaper said it had published a representa tive  sample o f  the  le tters it had received from  
readers. It denied hounding th e  couple and said the re  had on ly  been one a tte m p t to  contact M r 
Entw istle a fte r it became apparen t th a t the  couple did no t w ish to  speak -  bu t th a t was about a 
d iffe re n t m a tte r en tire ly . The pho to  o f M rs Entw istle  was taken fro m  a car on a public road when 
she was in a place w here  she could no t reasonably expect to  p ro tec t her privacy.

The Commission re jected all the  com pla ints, no ting  th a t "the  newspaper was e n titled  to  cover the  
m any d iffe re n t angles o f the  case...including the  public 's reaction". The approaches to  the  couple 
had been "carried o u t in accordance w ith  th e  te rm s o f the  Code" and the  photograph o f Mrs 
Entw istle was taken in a leg itim ate  m anner. The sim ple fact th a t th e  pho tog rapher had elected to  
take th e  p ic ture  fro m  inside a car did no t mean th e  p ic ture  was taken undercover in the  sense o f 
Clause 10 o f the  Code. And th e  com pla inan t, w ho w ou ld  have been "v is ib le  and iden tifiab le  from  the  
[pub lic] s tree t w hen th e  photograph was taken ", was no t in a place w here  she had a reasonable 
expecta tion  o f  privacy.

To read the  fu ll ad jud ica tion  click here
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For fu r th e r in fo rm a tio n  please con tac t Stephen Abell on  0207 8310022  
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