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Kate Beckinsale v  D a ily  M ail

C lauses noted: 3, 6

Kate Beckinsa le com pla ined to the Press C om pla in ts  C om m ission th rough so lic ito rs  Cam pbell 
H ooper o f London tha t an a rtic le  headlined “ M um m y’s la test love scene  leaves L ily  un im pressed” 
published in the Daily Mail on 15 A pril 2003 in truded into her p rivacy in breach o f C lause  3 (P rivacy) 
o f the  Code o f P ractice  and her daugh te r’s p rivacy in breach o f C lause 6 (C h ild ren ) o f the  Code.

The com pla in t w as rejected.

The artic le  reported tha t the  com pla inan t w as in a new  re la tionsh ip  and inc luded a series o f p ictures 
show ing her em bracing and kissing her new  partner. O ne photo a lso dep ic ted  the com p la inan t’s 
daugh te r apparen tly  ignoring her m other’s rom antic  activ ity. The com p la inan t said tha t the  im ages 
and the  artic le  in truded into her privacy and in to the p rivacy o f he r daughter.

The new spaper said that the  pho tographs had been taken in a pub lic p lace and tha t they  did not 
concern the w e lfa re  o f the com p la inan t’s daughter. She had been pho tographed m any tim es and 
m ateria l about her had been included in num erous a rtic les in the past.

The com pla inan t and her so lic ito rs contended tha t previous photos o f her dau gh te r had been 
published w ithou t consent. M oreover, the  photos pub lished by the D a ily  M ail c lea rly  concerned the 
w e lfa re  o f the com p la inan t’s daughter.

Adjudication

Dealing firs t w ith  the  com pla in t tha t the  artic le  in truded into the  p rivacy o f the  com p la inan t the 
C om m ission noted tha t the pho tographs o f her and M r W isem an em brac ing  had been taken w h ile  
the coup le w ere  in a public place. The C om m ission did not cons ide r tha t the  pa ir w ere  in a p lace 
w here they  had a reasonable  expecta tion  o f p rivacy nor, there fo re , tha t the  new spaper had show n a 
lack o f respect fo r th e ir private lives. There  w as no breach o f C lause 3 o f the  Code.

Turn ing next to the com pla in t about the  com p la inan ts ’ daughter, Lily, the  C om m iss ion  had a num ber 
o f d iffe ren t tests to  app ly  unde r C lause 6, in con junction  w ith  C lause 3, o f the  Code.

First, w as Lily in a priva te  p lace? As se t ou t above, the  child w as pho tographed in a pub lic p lace 
w here  there  w as no genera l expecta tion  o f privacy.

Second, did the artic le  conta in  m ateria l about he r private life  tha t w as on ly  pub lished because o f the 
fam e o f her m other?  The artic le  conta ined no private deta ils  about L ily -  such as her health, or 
schoo ling, but recorded genera l observa tions about her apparen t reaction to her surround ings.

Third, g iven tha t the  photos w ere  pub lished w ithou t consent, could pub lica tion  have dam aged L ily ’s 
w e lfa re?  The C om m ission noted that -  un like  in a p revious ruling w here  pho tos o f the  daugh te r o f a 
w e ll-know n ind iv idual appeared fo r the  firs t tim e leading to  her genera l iden tifica tion  -  im ages o f Lily 
had a lready been estab lished in the public dom ain  w ith ou t apparen t com p la in t from  her m other. Nor 
was any case m ade ou t tha t pub lication could in terfere  w ith  her schoo ling .

On none o f these  points, there fo re , was the re  a breach o f the  te rm s o f C lause  6, o r C lause 3, o f the 
Code.

A d jud ica tion  issued 2003
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