ASSOCIATED NEWSPAPERS

Annual statement to the Independent
Press Standards Organisation 2016

1. Factual information
1.1 Overview
A division of Daily Mail and General Trust, Associated Newspapers is one of the largest
publishers of national newspapers and news websites in the UK. The company pioneered
popular journalism in Britain with the launch of the Daily Mail in 1896, the country’s first masscirculation newspaper. More recently its continuing commitment to delivering quality journalism
in an accessible way to a broad audience has been marked by the launches of The Mail on
Sunday (1982), Metro (1999) and MailOnline (2003). The company also publishes the Irish Daily
Mail, Irish Mail on Sunday and evoke.ie website in the Irish Republic, and the Elite Daily news
website in the USA. MailOnline is now a global news website with independent editorial
operations in the USA and Australia.

1.2 List of Titles
The Associated Newspapers titles regulated by IPSO are:
•

Daily Mail (Circulation area England, Wales and Northern Ireland. Average circulation
including Scotland and Ireland 2016: 1.54 million)

•

The Mail on Sunday (Circulation area England, Wales and Northern Ireland. Average
circulation including Scotland and Ireland 2016: 1.35million)

•

Scottish Daily Mail (Circulation area Scotland. Average circulation 2016: 84,232)

•

The Scottish Mail on Sunday (Circulation area Scotland. Average circulation 2016: 71,032)

•

Metro (Distribution in major cities and suburban areas in England, Scotland and Wales.
Average circulation 2016: 1.38 million)

•

MailOnline (all content relating to news events in the UK) (Global audience. Global monthly
unique visitors 2016: 230 million)

•

Metro.co.uk (all content relating to news events in the UK) (Global audience. Global monthly
unique visitors 2016: 27.2 million)

It is also worth noting that during 2015 the total number of stories published across all our titles
was more than 530,000. Against that the number of complaints resolved under IPSO rules during
the period, across all titles, was 309.
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1.3 Responsible person
Associated Newspapers’ responsible person is Peter Wright, Editor Emeritus.

2 Editorial standards
2.1 Overview.
Associated Newspapers has always been committed to upholding the editorial standards
enshrined in the Editors’ Code of Practice. The Editor-in-Chief is chair of the Editors’ Code of
Practice Committee (in December 2016 he announced his intention to stand down); the CEO is
chair of the Regulatory Funding Company; and the Editor Emeritus is a member of the IPSO
Complaints Committee.
Compliance with Editors’ Code, Data Protection Act 1998 and Bribery Act 2010 is a requirement
written in to all journalists’ contracts.
Whenever there are changes to the legal and regulatory framework within which our journalists
work we ensure they are informed and, where necessary, undergo training to guarantee they
understand and comply with new requirements.
The most significant change in regulatory requirements in 2016 was the publication by the
Editors’ Code Committee of a revised Editors’ Code, which came into effect on January 1st.
All journalists were sent a copy of the revised Code and the Editor Emeritus delivered a series of
seminars entitled The Editors’ Code: How it’s changed… and how IPSO interprets it. All journalists
were required to attend (see section 4.1).
All our newspapers carry regular corrections and clarifications columns, normally on page two.
Our websites carry regular corrections and clarifications panels on their news page.
We employ a Readers’ Editor, a qualified lawyer who is not a member of our editorial staff, to
assess and, where possible, resolve complaints to our newspapers.
We operate an automated complaints management system to ensure all complainants have
access to the Editors’ Code and assistance in making a complaint, and complaints are logged,
acknowledged and outcomes recorded.
We publish our Complaints Procedure (See Appendix 1).
All Associated titles employ managing editors with responsibility for ensuring compliance with
the Editors’ Code and resolving any alleged breaches. During this period there were two for the
Daily Mail and Metro, one for The Mail on Sunday, four (two of them part-time) for MailOnline
and Metro.co.uk.
All journalists are required to seek advice from managing editors and/or the editorial legal
department in respect of any journalistic inquiries or proposed stories which may raise issues
under the Editors’ Code or the law.
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During the period covered by this statement the editorial legal department employed six fulltime lawyers and one part-time. An in-house lawyer is present until the daily newspapers go to
press, and they remain on call 24/7 for the newspapers and for Mail Online. Additional cover is
provided by rota lawyers during the evening for the Daily Mail and Metro, and two rota lawyers
for The Mail on Sunday on a Saturday. All the editorial content of the newspapers is read before
publication by either an in-house lawyer or a rota lawyer.
Two in-house lawyers are embedded with MailOnline and Metro.co.uk and work shifts to provide
cover between 8am and 10pm. At the weekend, rota lawyers provide cover between 9.00 am
until 9.00 pm. Editors select content for legal advice pre-publication, there is constant dialogue
between editors, journalists and lawyers, and lawyers monitor content as it is published. A rota
provides legal assistance overnight.

2.1 Guidance from IPSO.
All desist notices received from IPSO are circulated to all relevant journalists, and placed on the
legal warnings database. On receipt of desist notices managing editors will occasionally speak to
IPSO’s Director of Operations, either to seek clarification, or to check whether the notice relates
to any activities of Associated journalists.
More rarely, from time to time managing editors speak to IPSO’s Executive for guidance on Code
issues. Practice varies a little from title to title, according to the nature of the material they
publish. The Daily Mail would generally only seek guidance on the application of the Code, or
helpful precedents, without reference to a specific story. The Mail on Sunday may give some
detail of a particular story or picture. MailOnline and Metro do not normally seek prepublication advice from IPSO
Similarly the IPSO Executive will occasionally contact a managing editor regarding a story they
believe one of our titles might be about to publish, and draw his/her attention to potential Code
issues.
In either case IPSO’s Executive invariably make clear that any advice they give is only for
guidance and not for official clearance. They always point out that the IPSO complaints
committee would ultimately rule on any complaint and they may well take a different view to
that offered by the executive. The decision to publish rests with the Editor alone.

2.2 Verification of stories.
We are very aware that across the industry a large proportion of all complaints are about
accuracy, and our titles are no exception. Associated Newspapers has a formal step-by-step
Verification Policy which has been distributed to all journalists by managing editors. This was
reinforced by a Pocket Guide to compliance with the Editors’ Code, which was given to all
journalists when they attended our 2016 series of seminars on the Editors’ code, which began in
December 2015. (Appendices 2 and 3).
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3 Complaints handling
3.1 Forms in which complaints are accepted.
All our titles have very large, broad-based readerships and, unsurprisingly, we receive
complaints in many different forms, about a wide variety of issues. For this reason we offer a
range of avenues for complainants: (Please note this section gives Daily Mail web and email
addresses; there are parallel web and email addresses for our other titles).
(a) IPSO. The most frequently used avenue for complaints is IPSO. Complainants go directly
to IPSO and are then referred to us.
(b) Readers’ Editor. Readers who prefer to make a formal complaint under the Editors’ Code
directly to us are encouraged to do so via an automated complaints form which is hosted on
a dedicated web page www.dailymail.co.uk/readerseditor. Here they are given full
information about the Editors’ Code, details of our Complaints Policy, and easy-to-follow
instructions on how to formulate a complaint. This route is prominently displayed on page
two of our newspapers and the UK news page of our websites.
(c) Corrections. We are aware that some readers may want to take issue with a simple issue
of accuracy, which may not be a significant inaccuracy under the Code, or for a variety of
reasons may not wish to engage in a formal process. We therefore offer in parallel with the
Readers’ Editor service an informal email route though corrections@dailymail.co.uk. It is
publicised in the same way. If these complaints engage the Code in any way we record them
with formal complaints.
(d) Contact Us. Some readers who use the Readers’ Editor service realise, on reading the
Editors’ Code, that the matter which concerns them is not a Code issue, but a question of
taste and decency, an opinion they wish to express, or something they simply wish to make
known to us. Others may decide, having looked at the IPSO process, that they would rather
not make a formal complaint. We therefore offer, on the landing page of the Readers’ Editor
web page, a second informal route called Contact Us. As with Corrections complaints that
arrive by this route do nevertheless sometimes engage the Code, in which case they are
recorded as formal complaints.
(e) Email/Letter. Some complainants prefer to complain in writing directly to the editor or
journalist involved. Where these complaints might engage the Code they are recorded with
other formal complaints.

3.2 Handling of editorial complaints.
Due to the very different nature of newsprint and digital publishing, there are some
differences between the way our print and web titles handle complaints.
(a) Newspapers. Daily Mail and Metro complaints are assessed in the first instance by our
Readers’ Editor, who is a qualified lawyer, not employed on any of newspaper’s editorial
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staffs, and who makes an independent assessment of whether the complaint raises any
issue under the Code. If she finds there is no breach she writes to the complainant
explaining carefully how she has reached her decision. In some cases - inaccuracies which
are not significant, for instance - she will seek to resolve the complaint. If the complaint is
more serious and likely to go to IPSO for a ruling, she will refer it to the relevant managing
editor. If it is clear there is a Code issue she will pass it to the managing editor so it can be
dealt with straight way. Mail on Sunday complaints follow a similar process, but are
generally handled from the outset by the newspaper’s managing editor.
(b) Websites. The much larger volume of content, and the speed with which it is published,
makes websites more open to complaint than newspapers. At the same time continuous 24hour publication means inaccuracies can be corrected immediately and permanently,
sometimes within minutes of publication. Speed is of the essence, and for that reason online
complaints go directly to managing editors, who try to resolve them as soon as possible. If
that can’t be done they will engage with the complainant and IPSO in the same way as the
newspapers’ managing editors.

3.3 Keeping of records.
All complaints that are entered via the complaints management system are recorded
electronically. Complaints that are framed under the Code and are submitted by letter or
email independently are also entered into the system, as are complaints referred by IPSO.
When complaints are resolved key information is transferred to a central register which
records the name of the complainant, nature of the complaint, Code clause raised, outcome,
remedial action (if any), and time taken to resolve

3.4 Resolution of complaints.
The average time taken to resolve complaints remains the same as last year – 14.2 working
days. This represents the time taken from our receipt of a complaint to our last substantive
exchange with the complainant or, in the case of complaints which proceed to IPSO for
ruling, the last substantive exchange with IPSO. It does not include time spent waiting for
IPSO to rule on a complaint or issue its ruling, as this is beyond our control.

3.5 Information provided to readers.
All readers using our automated complaints service are given full details of how to make a
complaint and our Complaints Procedure. The Complaints Procedure gives an outline of how
IPSO handles complaints, and encourages potential claimants to visit IPSO’s website for
further information. (Appendix 1) The automated complaints service is publicised on page
two of our newspapers and the news page of our websites (Appendix 4).
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4 Training Process
4.1`Details of training programmes
In December 2015 we launched a new series of training seminars for all staff, given by the
Editor Emeritus and entitled ‘The Editors’ Code: How it’s changed – and how IPSO interprets
it’.
The purpose of the seminars was to explain the changes in the Code which were introduced
on January 1, 2016, and the lessons learned from IPSO’s first 18 months of rulings on the
Code.
38 seminars were held altogether. The content varied slightly depending on those attending,
but the subjects covered are summarised in Appendix 5. Each attendee was given a copy of
the revised Editors’ Code and a 15-point Pocket Guide (Appendix 3).
Many of our journalists have also received initial training through our Journalism Training
Scheme. This took a new intake of 62 trainees in September 2016. Full details of the current
course are given in Appendix 6.
In addition to this, MailOnline and Metro.co.uk hold internal induction sessions on key topics
for new members of staff.

4.2 Numbers taking part.
885 staff and freelancers attended the Editors’ Code seminars. Exemptions are made for
those working in areas very unlikely to generate complaints, on maternity leave, or working
abroad. All other staff were expected to attend.

4.3 Plans for further training
We will hold more Editors’ Code seminars in August and September 2017, both for the new
intake of trainees and new staff who have recently joined our titles. Having held two major
series of seminars for existing staff in the last two years, we plan not to hold another series
until the Editors’ Code Committee has completed its current review of the Code, probably in
early 2018.
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5 Compliance
5.1 Complaints ruled on by IPSO

During this period IPSO ruled on 29 complaints against Associated Newspapers titles. Seven
were upheld. The rulings were:
04975-15 Verebes v Daily Mail. Not upheld
06220-15 House v Daily Mail. Not upheld
00050-16 Lisle-Mainwaring v Mail Online. Not upheld
00849-16 HRH Prince Henry of Wales v Mail Online. Not upheld
11939-15 HRH Prince Henry of Wales v Daily Mail. Not upheld
00663-16 Milbourn v The Mail on Sunday. Not upheld
00884-14 Wheeler v Daily Mail. Not upheld
01446-16 Booth v Daily Mail. Not upheld
00437-16 Soliman v Daily Mail. Not upheld
01512-16 Dunn-Shaw v Daily Mail. Not upheld
02078-16 Family of Paul Tam v Mail Online. Not upheld
01450-16 Miscavige v Mail Online. Upheld
03193-16 Versi v Mail Online. Upheld
02680-16 Janner v Daily Mail. Not upheld
02566-16 Rodger v Scottish Daily Mail. Not upheld
02991-16 Craig v The Mail on Sunday. Not upheld
00879-16 Coutts v Daily Mail. Upheld
03528-16 Versi v Mail Online. Not upheld
03361-16 The British National Party v The Mail on Sunday. Not upheld
03423-16 Muslim Council of Britain v Mail Online. Not upheld
04051-16 Dartington v Daily Mail. Upheld
04921-16 Bailey v Mail on Sunday. Upheld
02714-16 Cameron v Scottish Daily Mail. Not upheld
03090-16, Graham v Daily Mail. Not upheld
04455-16 HRH Princess Beatrice of York v Mail Online. Upheld
04531-16 Representatives of Sophia Murray v Mail Online. Not upheld
04551-16 Representatives of Sophia Murray v Daily Mail. Not upheld
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04771-16 Harris v Daily Mail. Not upheld
04646-16 Da Silva v Metro.co.uk. Upheld

IPSO mediated 20 complaints without making a determination on whether or not there had
been a breach of the Code:

11491-15 Marr v Mail Online
07003-15 A Woman v Mail Online
09244-15 Hunter v The Mail on Sunday
12043-15 Ballard v Daily Mail
00201-16 A man v Mail Online
00348-16 Jones v Daily Mail
01282-16 Bonhams 1793 Ltd v Mail Online
00439-16 A man v Mail Online
00499-16 A man v Metro.co.uk
00059-16 Hillingdon Refugee Support Group v Mail Online
02944-16 House of Lords v Daily Mail
01578-16 McKenna v Mail Online
04701-16 Joseph Rowntree Charitable Trust v Daily Mail
04601-16 Turrell v Metro
07629-16 Baxendale-Walker v Mail Online
08051-16 Kavanagh v Daily Mail
04661-16 Gheorghe v Mail Online
04734-16 Dell’Olio v The Mail on Sunday
08865-16 Gayton v Mail Online
04659-16 A Man v Mail Online

5.2 Steps taken to respond to adverse adjudications
Versi v Mail Online. This involved a headline which erroneously described an honour killing
as ‘Islamic’. The article was amended and a footnote added, and MailOnline instructed staff
to take care with the use of the term ’Islamic’, which should not be used to describe cultural
practices not authorised by the Koran, such as honour killings, even if they take place in
societies which are predominantly Muslim.
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Coutts v Daily Mail. This concerned a story which said a prisoner was suing the prison
service over an incident in which he had suffered a panic attack, rather than a heart attack,
which was the true situation. The reporter concerned had based his story on agency copy
which was unclear on this point. He was reprimanded and told that in future, where agency
copy was unclear, and he had been unable corroborate the facts through his own enquiries,
he must make sure that was reflected in the story.
Dartington v Daily Mail. This story, headlined ‘We are from Europe – let us in’, was based in
part on video footage of police removing migrants from the back of a lorry, shot by a
member of the public and supplied as a story by an agency. Both the member of the public
and the agency reporter were convinced one of the migrants had said ‘we’re from Europe’.
However when the video was placed on MailOnline it was evident the migrants were saying
‘we’re from Iraq’. The newsdesk staff and reporters involved were instructed that in future
any video that formed part of a story must viewed by staff, rather than relying on the
account of an agency reporter. This was followed by a further instruction to all staff detailing
the particular care that must be taken with stories concerning migration.
HRH Princess Beatrice of York v Mail Online. This complaint concerned pictures of the
Princess on a yacht off the coast of Monte Carlo. An instruction was sent to staff reminding
them that pictures including images that would not have easily visible to members of the
public are likely to be in breach of the Editors’ Code, and long lens photographs should
always be seen by the Editor on duty and a lawyer before publication.
Bailey v Mail on Sunday. This concerned a claim, based on information from a confidential
source, that the complainant had amended a letter from the then Prime Minster. A note was
sent to staff reminding them it is vital that any allegation must be put to the individual
concerned, with adequate time to respond before publication.
Da Silva v Metro.co.uk. This concerned a headline on a court story, which said the
complainant had been caught buying dog meat. In fact the court had heard he had bought
meat from a supplier who also sold pet food, and had failed to identify it properly. Staff were
sent a note reminding them of the importance of ensuring that headlines are supported by
the facts in the article.
Miscavige v Mail Online. This was a complaint about a story concerning events at the
Church of Scientology in California, and published by our American website, DailyMail.com.
As we made clear before IPSO’s launch, MailOnline has always agreed to be regulated by
IPSO only in respect of content concerning news events within the UK. Therefore, although
we were confident there would have been no breach of the Code if the story had concerned
events in the UK, we offered no defence and the complaint was upheld. IPSO is now
conducting a review of its rules regarding global digital publications and overseas content.
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5.3 Details of other incidents
Any complaints which arrive outside the IPSO system are normally settled without admission of
liability. Although they are investigated internally, they do not go through an independent
process of investigation and adjudication, so it would be unfair to both the complainants and the
journalists involved to offer a view on whether or not there was a breach of the Code in
individual cases. In addition some complainants choose not to use the services of IPSO because
they prefer to resolve their complaint with us privately, and we must respect that.
However we can supply the following details for complaints resolved under IPSO rules during
2016. This list does not include legal complaints, or those resolved informally:

Total number of complaints resolved:

309

This figure includes:
Number of complaints adjudicated or mediated by IPSO:

49

Complaints referred by IPSO and resolved by us within the 28-day period:

92

Clauses of the Code raised (some complainants raised more than one clause, none raised
clauses 7, 8, 15 or 16):
1 Accuracy

259

2 Privacy

76

3 Harassment

36

4 Intrusion into grief

27

5 Reporting of suicide

5

6 Children

12

9 Reporting of Crime

3

10 Subterfuge

5

11 Victims of sexual assault

2

12 Discrimination

29

13 Financial journalism

1

14 Confidential sources

5

11

Outcomes (internal determinations do not reflect an independent investigation and
adjudication):
Code not engaged (internal determination)

164

Code potentially engaged (internal determination)

92

Outside remit (internal determination)

9

Upheld by IPSO

7

Not Upheld by IPSO

22

Outcome mediated by IPSO

20

Ways in which complaints were resolved (some complaints involved more than one action, an
agreement to resolve a complaint does not necessarily mean there was a breach of the Code):
Online article amended

97

Online article or picture removed

34

Correction/clarification published

85

Footnote added to online article

48

Donation to charity

2

Apology published

3

Private letter of apology

7

Goodwill payment/compensation

6

Meeting with complainant

1

No remedial action required

66

Complaints rejected by IPSO without referral to Associated Newspapers: 344
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Appendix 1. Complaints Procedure

We take great pride in the quality of our journalism and do our utmost to ensure the accuracy of
everything we publish. All our journalists are required to observe the rules of the Editors’ Code of
Practice and we are members of the Independent Press Standards Organisation (IPSO), the new
regulatory body for the press set up in response to the Leveson Inquiry.
One of IPSO’s key principles is that all its members should have effective mechanisms for
dealing with complaints and correcting errors as promptly as possible. If you wish to complain
about a story in one of our publications, or the behaviour of one of our journalists, we will do
everything we can to put matters right.
But first, please take a few moments to read the advice below:

1. Is your complaint covered by the Editors’ Code of Practice?
The Editors’ Code sets standards for accuracy, respect for privacy, cases of intrusion into grief or
shock, stories involving children, discrimination and the behaviour of journalists, including
photographers. Click here to check whether your complaint is covered by the Code and make a
note of the clause you believe has been breached.
If you wish to draw an issue to our attention but do not wish to make a formal complaint under
IPSO rules, click here to send your concerns to our Managing Editor.

2. Important points to check before you submit your complaint
Under IPSO rules complaints will normally only be accepted within four months of the date of
publication of the article, or the journalistic conduct in question. Outside that period, complaints
can be considered up to 12 months after the date of first publication only if the article remains on
our website, and it can be investigated fairly given the passage of time.
Please note that we cannot begin considering a complaint until we have received all supporting
documentation you wish to submit, including correspondence with the journalist concerned.
Normally complaints can only be considered if they are made by a person who has been
personally and directly affected by an alleged breach of the Editors’ Code. If you are making a
complaint on behalf of another individual you need to enclose with your complaint an email or
letter from that individual, giving you permission to act on their behalf.
If you are taking legal action against any of our publications, you need to let us know, because
we may then be unable to consider your complaint under IPSO rules.
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Complaints from representative groups affected by an alleged breach of the Code can only be
considered where the alleged breach is significant and where there is a substantial public interest
in it being considered.
Third party complaints can only be considered where they seek to correct a significant
inaccuracy of published information, in which case the position of the party most closely involved
will be taken into account.
Complaints may be rejected if there is no apparent breach of the Editors’ Code, or if they are
without justification (such as an attempt to argue a point of opinion or to lobby), vexatious, or
disproportionate.
Complaints about headlines will normally only be considered in the context of the article as a
whole to which they relate.

3. What happens next?
As soon as we have checked that we have all the relevant information to consider your complaint
it will be acknowledged and considered by our Readers’ Editor.
The Readers’ Editor, who is a qualified lawyer and not a member of any of our publications’
editorial staff, will come to an independent decision on how to take your complaint forward.
If the Readers’ Editor cannot establish that there has been a potential breach of the Editors’
Code, they will inform you of their decision.
If we receive a number of complaints about the same issue the Readers’ Editor may identify one
complainant as the lead complainant, with whom we will attempt to resolve the case. If a
resolution is agreed we will inform other complainants of the outcome.
If the Readers’ Editor believes there has been a potential breach of the Code they will pass your
complaint to the Managing Editor, who may offer you remedial action.
In cases of inaccuracy you may be offered a clarification or correction. If this is the case the
Managing Editor will offer you a wording, which will usually be published in the Clarifications and
Corrections column which appears on Page Two of the newspaper concerned, or in the case of
our websites online.
Unless it involves a straightforward factual error, a clarification or correction will normally not be
published until you have told the Managing Editor you are happy with the wording. Once you are
satisfied and the clarification or correction has been published the complaint is closed. It may
also be closed if you do not respond to our offer.
In cases where a clarification or correction is not an appropriate remedy, such as invasion of
privacy, intrusion into grief, or behaviour by a journalist which is in breach of the Editors’ Code,
the Managing Editor may offer you an apology. This may be in the form of a published statement
or a private letter. If a statement is to be published you may be asked to approve the wording.
If your case has been referred to us by IPSO both parties must inform IPSO of the outcome.

4. What happens if I am not happy with the remedy offered to me?
Under IPSO rules we must attempt to resolve all complaints before they are considered by IPSO.
If after 28 days your complaint has not been resolved you are then free to take it to IPSO. Visit
the IPSO website to find out how to do that: www.ipso.co.uk
If IPSO’s Complaints Committee finds that your complaint has disclosed a potential breach of the
Editors’ Code it will try to mediate an agreed resolution.
If the Complaints Committee cannot resolve your complaint by mediation it will determine
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whether or not there has been a breach of the Editors’ Code. This may result in an adjudication
with a requirement for us to take remedial action, which may consist of publication of a correction
and/or the adjudication itself.
The nature, extent and placement of such an adjudication and/or correction will be determined by
the Complaints Committee. Remedial action will not normally include an apology unless that has
been agreed by you and the publication.
Please note IPSO has no authority to award financial compensation.
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Appendix 2 - Verification of stories

Verification of stories
Accuracy is at the heart of everything we do as journalists. The following is a list of the various
steps that should be taken to verify a story is accurate. It is not an exhaustive list - there may be
occasions when a story can be verified by means not covered here, but if so great care should be
taken, and the steps taken to secure verification should be made clear to the legal department and
to your Editor or Acting Editor before publication.
Journalists must also be aware that a story may be accurate, but still in breach of the Editors’ Code,
or the laws of libel or contempt. You also need to take into account the Data Protection Act, the
Bribery Act and Regulation of Investigatory Powers Act.

1. Is your story supported by an on-the-record quote or bone fide document? If the quote
or document is reported accurately and in context, describes the activities of the person or
organisation who produced it, and is attributed to them, there should be no need for
further verification.
2. Does the quote or document you are relying upon describe the activities of another
person or organisation? Then its accuracy needs to be checked and the person or
organisation given an opportunity to comment. You need to be sure that the questions you
want to put have been received by the individual or organisation concerned, and quote
their response fairly.
3. What if the person or organisation refuses to comment? If you are sure they have
received your request for comment, you must make it clear the material you intend to
publish is a claim or allegation and attribute it to its source. You must also accurately
report the refusal to comment, which may in itself contain an element of comment.
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4. What if it is not possible to contact the person or organisation concerned? You need to
keep a note of all the steps you have taken to reach them. Do not say in your story that soand-so ‘did not comment’ but make it clear that you were unable to reach them. If it is a
substantial story and you suspect they are evading you, briefly spell out in the story the
steps you took. Make it clear to your editor and legal department that you have been
unable to contact the subject of the story.
5. Are you relying on an off-the-record briefing? If someone has briefed you about their own
activities, or their own organisation (and they are qualified to do so) you can normally
regard that as sufficient verification. However, if you think there is a danger that they will
later complain, you may need to make it clear that in such circumstances you would regard
the obligation of confidentiality as broken and may name them as your source. You may
also be asked to give your source, confidentially, to your editor. If you are unable to do so
your editor is unlikely to run the story. An off-the-record source who can’t be named is
unlikely to be strong enough evidence to defend an accuracy complaint to IPSO.
6. Are you relying on an off-the-record briefing concerning the activities of a person or
organisation other than the one giving you the briefing? Then any claims need to be put
to the person or organisation as in steps 2-4.
7. What if I have two independent off-the-record sources? It is helpful, but not sufficient to
ensure verification. You still need to go through the processes in step 2-4.
8. Check the legal warnings basket before you approach anyone for comment, and before
you file your story. If the facts in your story have been the subject of legal warnings or
corrections in the past, make sure you take this into account and seek advice from the
Legal Department. If the subject of your story has issued a desist notice, asking journalists
not to contact them, you should not make an approach unless you have consulted the
Legal Department and/or a senior editor and established there is a public interest in doing
so. Note – we are aware some journalists currently have difficulty accessing the legal
warnings basket. An improved, easy-to-access basket is under construction and will be
launched very shortly. It will be followed by a new clarifications and corrections basket.
9. Public interest justification. Before you engage in any activity which might give rise to a
possible breach of the Editors’ Code, you must be able to demonstrate that you have a
reasonable belief that your actions, and the publication of any story involved, are justified
by the public interest. In the case of misrepresentation or subterfuge, you must
demonstrate that you have pre-existing evidence of the activities you plan to investigate,
that your actions are in the public interest and that the material cannot be obtained by
other means. To do this you must consult the Legal Department and/or a senior editor, and
keep a record of how the decision was taken.
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Appendix 3 – Pocket Guide

THE EDITORS’ CODE
This is a pocket guide to the key points of the Editors’ Code, and the steps you need to take to
demonstrate to IPSO that you have made every effort to comply with it. It is not comprehensive –
it concentrates on the issues you are most likely to encounter. Keep a full copy of the Code with
you at all times.
1. More than 80 p.c. of complaints to IPSO are about accuracy – you must be able to show you have
taken care to check your facts.
Go through your story before you file it and make sure you have an on-the-record quote or document
to support every significant fact – that’s every fact that affects the thrust of your story.
2. Take extra care when you are relying on confidential sources.
You can’t rely on a confidential source on its own to defend an accuracy complaint. You must get
independent on the record confirmation, put any allegations to the parties concerned, and include
their response in your story. Be sure to distinguish between allegations and facts.
3. You must also take extra care with stories concerning statistical, medical or scientific information,
particularly if it relates to controversial subjects.
It is not enough just to check your facts, you also need to check your interpretation of your facts. Ring
the authors of official reports, tell them how you plan to interpret the information in them, and give
them the opportunity to respond.
4. Significant inaccuracies must be corrected promptly.
Both the Editors’ Code and IPSO recognise that sometimes, despite all your checks, a story will contain
a significant inaccuracy. When that happens get it corrected promptly. It’s what our clarifications and
corrections columns are for – and if you don’t, you risk another breach.
5. Make sure every headline is supported by the facts in the story.
One of the major changes to the Code is that it now includes a specific reference to headlines, which
must be supported by the text of the story. Don’t just copy out a headline from the news schedule,
which may have been written before the reporter even started work on the story. Check the text of
the story supports every element of the headline.
6. Everyone involved in a story has a responsibility to ensure headlines are correct.
Headlines must be seen by the subs who subbed the story and the reporter who wrote it. If the
reporter is not in the office they can be sent a pdf by email.
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7. Always ask yourself whether the subject of a picture has a reasonable expectation of privacy.
This can cover public places – supermarket car parks, for instance – as well private ones like homes
and gardens. Seek legal advice over any pictures taken in a situation where the individual concerned
might not have expected to be photographed.
8. Take great care with pictures from Facebook.
Check pictures are not protected by any privacy settings and do not include ‘private information’ –
take advice over any picture which shows more than a head and shoulders.
9. Remember that simply taking a picture can be a breach of privacy – even if it isn’t published.
Always take legal advice before commissioning pictures in a situation where there may be a
reasonable expectation of privacy. Take particular care with aerial photography.
10. Take great care with pictures of children.
Always check Legal Warnings to make sure the parents of children have not issued IPSO desist notices
requesting no pictures of their children are published. The notices are advisory, but ignoring them will
almost certainly lead to an upheld adjudication
11. Intrusion into privacy can sometimes be justified by the public interest – but never try to make that
decision on your own.
To make a public interest defence you must show you considered it carefully, and took advice from
the legal department and senior editors – BEFORE publication. Keep a note of your discussions and
decisions taken.
12. Always seek legal advice about any story involving suicide.
The Code is very strict about reporting any detail of a suicide which may lead to copycat attempts –
including detail given in open court at inquests.
13. Always seek legal advice about any story involving children in sex cases.
The Code goes further than the law in protecting the identity of children – particularly in incest cases
where anything that might identify the relationship between the victim and the accused is a breach.
14. Make sure anyone identified in a crime story is genuinely relevant to the case.
It is a breach of the Code to refer to, or picture, a friend or relative of anyone accused of a crime unless
there is a genuine reason for doing so. Take particular care with Facebook pictures.
15. Never engage in subterfuge unless you have cleared every stage of your investigation with the legal
department and senior editors.
You must establish that (a) there is a public interest in the story you are proposing, (b) you have
evidence that the subject of the subterfuge is engaged in the activities you are investigating, (c) there
is no other way of verifying this evidence and (d) any intrusion into privacy is outweighed by the public
interest. You must be able to show that you have discussed all these points with lawyers and senior
editors, and have a record of decisions taken.
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16. Do not refer to an individual’s race, colour, religion, sex, gender identity, sexual orientation or to
any physical or mental illness or disability unless it is genuinely relevant to the story.
Another change to the Code is that for the first time it makes specific reference to gender identity.
Before you describe someone as black, Asian, Muslim, gay or transgender – or white, English or
straight for that matter – make sure it’s genuinely relevant to the story. If not, it’s a breach.
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Appendix 4 – Complaints Service
The following pages give examples of the way our complaints service was publicised in our various
titles during this period. Please note that the Metro.co.uk content management system
automatically gives the page the date on which it was first created. It has been updated since then,
and the version below was current during 2015.
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Appendix 5 2016 seminar programme
The Editors’ Code: How it’s changed – and how IPSO
interprets it.
The prescise content of seminars varied acording to the audience and topical issues in the news, but
the outline remained broadly constant:

1. Introduction
• IPSO is a fresh start. It looks at complaints in an independent way and puts more
onus on us to resolve them ourselves.
• Revised Editors’ Code came into force on January 1st – it’s vital everyone reads and
understands it.
• What IPSO statistics tell us about how Associated titles have performed during its 18
months of operation.

2. Accuracy
• IPSO approach this in a more structured way than the PCC.
• Significant inaccuracy – what constitutes a significant inaccuracy.
• Taking care – what this means and the importance of being able to demonstrate to
IPSO that care has been taken to ensure accuracy.
• Particular care needs to be taken with the interpretation official statistics and
medical and scientific reports, and with stories based on information from
anonymous sources.
• Case histories – Office of the First Minister v Daily Telegraph; Blair v Daily Mail

3. Correction of inaccuracy
• The importance of correcting inaccuracies promptly.
• But even if an inaccuracy is corrected promptly it won’t avoid an upheld ruling if care
was not taken.
• Case histories – Farrell v Metro.co.uk; Clark v MailOnline
4. Headlines
• The Code now makes explicit reference to headlines, which must be supported by
the text of the article below.
• Sub-editors on potentially contentious stories must check headlines with reporters
and reporters must ask to see headlines.
• Case history: Walker v Daily Mail.
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5. Privacy
•
•
•
•
•
•

Explanation of reasonable expectation of privacy.
Why some public places carry a reasonable expectation of privacy and others do not.
Aerial photography.
The problems of balancing potential invasion of privacy and the public interest and
the need to demonstrate legal advice has been taken.
Using pictures published on Facebook: the importance of privacy settings and
establishing whether a picture shows information which is intrinsically private.
Case histories: Tunbridge v Dorking Advertiser (PCC); Duke of York v Daily Mail;
Hogbin v Herne Bay Gazette.

6. Pictures of children
• Special care should always be taken with pictures of children.
• Pixelation of pictures of children is not a specific requirement of the Code, but
nevertheless editors do sometimes pixelate.
• The importance of being aware of IPSO desist notices, which may request pixelation.
• Case history: Weller v MailOnline (legal action).
7. The public interest
• The revised Code gives a fuller definition of the public interest, with more examples.
• However it is deliberately not a comprehensive list and there are also many stories
which are perfectly legitimate without being covered by the public interest.
• The important thing, if the public interest is likely to be raised in defence of a story,
as that the journalists involved can show they had a reasonable belief that their
actions were in the public interest, that advice was taken, and a record kept.
8. Harassment
• The importance of checking for IPSO desist notices before making approaches to the
subjects of potential story.
9. Suicide
• This has been made a standalone clause in the revised Code.
• It balances the need to avoid excessive detail with the press’s right to report legal
proceedings.
• However excessive detail is not clearly defined and there is a body of opinion that
any detail of the suicide method is excessive.
• Legal advice should always be taken when reporting suicide.
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10. Children in sex cases
• The Code specifically goes further than the law, and prohibits any detail that even
implies a relationship between the accused and the child.
• This can make cases extremely difficult to report and even elaborate precautions
can sometimes fail to prevent a Code breach.
• As with suicide, legal advice should always be taken.
• Case history: A man v Wilts and Gloucestershire Standard.

11. Reporting of Crime
• The importance of establishing that anyone pictured or referenced in a crime story is
genuinely relevant to the crime.
• Case history: Bobin v The Times

12. Subterfuge
• As with the public interest there is a clear procedure which must be followed
• The journalists involved must be able to show that they had a reasonable belief that
their investigation was in the public interest at the time the decisions involved were
taken.
• They must be able to show there was no more straightforward method of
confirming the information on which they were acting.
• They have to have a record of how they came to their decision and what advice they
took.
• Case histories: Liberal Democrat Party v Daily Telegraph; Issues arising from an
article in the Sunday Mirror.

13. Discrimination
• This clause has also been changed, following a number of high profile cases, to make
direct reference to gender status.
• Cases under part one of the clause, which deals with prejudicial and pejorative
references, are relatively rare, but complaints about the second part, which
addresses details about an individual which are not genuinely relevant to the story,
are more common.
• When journalists are writing about an individual they must always stop, before
describing their race, colour, religion, gender identity, sexual orientation, or any
illness or disability, and ask themselves whether it is genuinely relevant to the story.
• Case history: Trans Media Watch v The Sun.
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Appendix 6 – Training of Journalists

The Associated Newspapers
editorial training scheme
With another 62 journalists undergoing training in 2016-17, the Associated Newspapers training
scheme remains one of the most ambitious in Britain – it is certainly by a long way the largest run by
any national newspaper group. The variety of trainees who joined in autumn 2016 illustrates the scope
of the scheme:

5 Daily Mail reporters
5 Daily Mail sub-editors
2 Daily Mail sport sub-editors
2 Stephen Lawrence scholarship reporters
2 Mail on Sunday reporters
1 Irish Daily Mail reporters
18 MailOnline news and features journalists (UK)
3 MailOnline video journalists (two UK, one USA)
3 MailOnline sport reporters (UK)
14 DailyMail.com journalists (USA)
7 Daily Mail Australia journalists

The training is run by respected journalists led by Sue Ryan, a former managing editor of The Daily
Telegraph, and Peter Sands, a former editor of The Northern Echo and editorial director of Northcliffe
Newspapers.
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The selection process is very robust - normally at least seven people are interviewed for each place.
Candidates do some basic tests at first interview, followed by a second stage where they are put
through their paces for around four hours with a number of written tests.

Training varies in length. Most trainees have done a journalism master’s degree, NCTJ or Press
Association course and so have basic skills in news writing, sub-editing, law, government, court
reporting, shorthand and the Editors’ Code. Those who haven't, or are felt to need a bit more, are kept
in the 'classroom' doing basic training for five weeks. But generally reporters do two weeks, subeditors and online journalists four weeks.

It is an intensive course with a lot of red penning of exercises and zero tolerance of mistakes. These
are the topics being covered in this year’s basic training:

Reporting course
The course presumes attendees have already taken a qualification in journalism and had newsroom
experience. It deals mainly with the tasks which will be required while working for the Mail:
-

-

a skills checklist (grammar, spelling, accuracy, attitude, structure, media law etc)
intro writing and story structure
the art of storytelling for the web
tight writing and attention to detail
professional standards (all UK trainees study the Editors’ Code in detail and are given an
electronic copy, trainees from the USA, Ireland and Australia study the codes of practice that
apply in their home countries)
media law (libel, privacy, copyright, bribery)
covering a breaking story
sources of stories
story development
the senior reporter’s survival guide
stories from the written word (agendas, reports, financial information)
writing lighter stories/picture stories
developing contacts
writing a profile
forward planning and working to the diary
copy tasting, conference and putting together a newslist
professional behaviour
current affairs knowledge
Mail style
understanding the Mail audience

The thrust of the course is that they write and develop stories. They take live stories from the wire and
put them into Mail style and they have to source and write an exclusive for publication during the
course. These are then marked and they get detailed feedback so any mistakes or bad habits are

31

identified. There are speakers from the newsroom - news, city, sport and production department
heads, plus senior reporters and columnists.

Sub-editing course (London for week 1, Howden for weeks 2-4)

-

-

a skills checklist (grammar, spelling, accuracy, attitude, structure, media law etc)
the art of the sub-editor
a glossary of subbing terms
the 70 most common errors in newspapers
intro writing and story structure
the art of storytelling
tight writing and attention to detail
professional standards (all UK trainees study the Editors’ Code in detail and are given an
electronic copy, US trainees the American Society of Newspaper Editors Statement of
Principles, Irish trainees the Press Council of Ireland Code of Practice)
media law (libel, privacy, copyright, bribery)
proofreading
the subbing perils
Mail style
understanding the Mail audience
Mail headline writing and practical headline exercises
captions, subdecks, standfirsts, factfiles
analysis of different newspaper styles
Photoshop
Adobe InDesign
an introduction to typography
handling pictures and graphics
layout and design
putting together a picture spread
editing stories from different sources
editing a live breaking story
current affairs knowledge

After basic training all trainees undergo a work placement at a regional paper for around three
months. Reporters and online journalists also spend two months with a news agency. Courses are
tailored for the individual, but generally every trainee will have six months paid training before filing
or subbing their first story. And once they have joined their chosen paper or website they continue to
be treated as trainees; most are given mentors and department heads take time to teach and encourage
them.

More than 260 trainees have graduated from the scheme and many are now senior executives on our
newspapers and websites – so trainees may well find themselves working for someone who not very
long ago was a trainee themselves.

Sue Ryan
Peter Sands
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