
Juliet Shaw 

I hope you will take special note of my response to this Consultation, as someone 

who has followed Leveson and the entire Royal Charter process in full – and been a 

victim myself of press abuse – having taken on the Daily Mail in a two year libel 

battle. Although I was successful in a preliminary hearing after the Daily Mail applied 

to have my claim thrown out, I was unable to proceed to trial due to a lack of libel 

knowledge (as a litigant in person) and a lack of resources (as a self-employed 

single parent). 

1.   Leveson called for remedies to be discussed with the complainant (K7.4).  This 

should be a requirement for regulators – that they must discuss the proposed 

sanction with the complainant before issuing it (criterion 16). I was told categorically 

that no further correspondence would be entered into even though I had produced 

evidence that proved I had not said the words attributed to me. I was left with no 

choice but to launch legal proceedings as a litigant in person. 

2.   Subscribers must not be permitted to withhold any relevant information from a 

Regulator’s investigation.  Subscribers should be bound to hand over any material 

requested, under non-disclosure contracts as required, by contract upon joining the 

regulator (criterion 18). In my own case, I happily handed over all emails and notes 

as they proved I had not said the defamatory words attributed to me. The Daily Mail 

has never, to this day, produced a shred of evidence to the contrary, despite a court 

hearing and my case being heard as part of the Leveson inquiry. The newspaper has 

been allowed to continue to make defamatory remarks about me, calling me 

“misleading,” “unreliable” and “not to be trusted” in its Leveson statement. 

3.   Regulators must have the power to direct the prominence and placement of 

apologies, corrections and adjudications (criterion 19). I was offered a small 

settlement (which covered my costs only) OR a clarification in the newspaper. As I 

had no resources to continue to trial, I had no option but to accept a small settlement 

to cover my costs of the two-year battle. I had no faith that the clarification would 

appear as prominently as the double page defamatory feature, if at all. While the 

Daily Mail losing its application to have my claim thrown out was vindication for me 

personally, it was not public and in no way alleviated the damage to my reputation. 

4.   It should be made clear that membership of the arbitration scheme (criteria 22) 

must be compulsory for all subscribers, and that subscribers must not be able to 

“pick and choose” the cases they want to take to arbitration.   

5. For arbitration (criteria 22) to work, caps on claimants’ costs and expenses must 

be set with regard to the need for “equality of arms” in each case, and the PRP mist 

require the regulator to deliver that approach. The Daily Mail attempted to claim 

costs upwards of £20,000 from me during the first hearing. (My own final settlement 

was a quarter of this.) The judge declined to make this order, yet the threat was 

there and would have ruined me financially. 



With regard to the remainder of the issues in the consultation, I can direct you to Hacked 

Off’s full response here http://hackinginquiry.org/prp-consultation-response/, which I 

support.  This covers all issues in the consultation in detail. 

 

Regards, 

 

Juliet Shaw 

 

http://hackinginquiry.org/prp-consultation-response/

