PRESS RECOGNITION PANEL BOARD MEETING
5th meeting of the Press Recognition Panel
10.00am, Wednesday 25 March 2015
Times Room, 107 – 111 Fleet Street, London EC4A 2AB
AGENDA
Strategy session - confidential
1.

Welcome

Chair

10:00

2.

Declarations of interest

Chair

10:00

3.

Visitor session – academics
 Steve Barnett, Westminster University
 Roy Greenslade, City University
 Steven Jukes, Bournemouth University
 Tim Luckhurst, Kent University
 Gavin Phillipson, Durham University
 Damian Tambini, London School of Economics

10:00 – 11:30

4.

BREAK

11:30 – 11:45

5.

Draft policy on risk management
and draft risk register
Paper PRP12(15)
For decision

DW/SU/HP 11:45 – 12:15

6.

Senior Independent Director
appointment
Paper PRP13(15)
For decision

DW/SU/HP 12:15 – 12:30

7.

BREAK & LUNCH

12:30 – 13:00

Board meeting – public session
13:00 – 13:10

8.

Minutes of the meeting held on 27 February 2015
outstanding actions and matters arising
For approval

9.

Update on resourcing issues
Paper PRP14(15)
For decision

DW/SU

13:10 – 13.40

10.

Update on meetings with stakeholders
Paper PRP15(15)
For noting

DW/SU

13:40 – 13:55
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11.

Governance Framework update
DW/SU/HP 13:55 – 14:15
Paper PRP16(15)
Including: IT Policy, Treasury Policy,
Restrictions during election period
Internal and external audit arrangements (verbal update)
For decision

12.

Finance Report March 2015
Paper PRP17(15)
For decision

HR/SU/GS

14:15 – 14:30

13.

Any other business
To note

Chair

14:30 – 14:40

14.

Meeting close

15:00

Date and time of next meeting: Tuesday 21 April 2015, 10:00 to 17:00 at 107-111 Fleet Street,
London EC4A 2AB. Latest version of forward plan of Board policies attached.

Author: Holly Perry

Date: 11 March 2015
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DRAFT 02

PRESS RECOGNITIONAL PANEL
Minutes of the 4rd meeting of the Press Recognition Panel Board
held on 27 February 2015 at 107-111 Fleet Street, London EC4A 2AB
Present:

Dr David Wolfe QC (Chair), Harry Cayton, Emma Gilpin-Jacobs,
Carolyn Regan, Harry Rich and Tim Suter

In attendance: Susie Uppal (Executive Director), Holly Perry (Interim Governance
Manager) and John Price Williams (Interim Communications
Advisor)
Apologies:

Gavin Sturge (Interim Finance Director)
BOARD MEETING – PUBLIC SESSION

Welcome and Apologies
18.

The Chair welcomed Members and attendees to the fourth meeting of the
Press Recognition Panel Board, and extended a particular welcome to
Susie Uppal, who had joined the Panel as Executive Director on 26
January 2015.

19.

The Chair also welcomed the members of the public who were in
attendance, all of whom confirmed that they were happy to be named as
having been present:
 Alistair Brett, Early Resolution CIC
 Alex Cisneros, the IMPRESS project
 James Connal, Capital PR
 Dr Evan Harris, Associate Director, Hacked Off Campaign
Declaration of members’ interests

20.

The Board noted that in the context of discussions held during the
confidential session relating to the Panel’s future premises needs, Emma
Gilpin-Jacobs would take up the role of Communications Director for the
Regus Group on 20 April 2015. The register of Board Members’ interests
would be updated and published on the Panel’s website.
Minutes of the meeting held on 13 January 2015, outstanding actions
and matters arising

21.

The minutes of the meeting held on 13 January 2015 were approved. The
Chair would sign a copy of the minutes as a correct record.
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22.

The log of outstanding Board actions was noted and agreed.

23.

In relation to matters arising, the Board noted that:
 Gavin Sturge was finalising the arrangements for Board insurance; and
 the Panel had now registered with HMRC and could expect a note to file
a return within the next two months.
Stakeholder meetings: update on current position – paper PRP08(15)

24.

The Board considered a short update paper prepared by Holly Perry
which updated the Board on the forward plan of meetings with those with
an interest in the Panel’s work, following discussion at the Board’s 13
January 2015 meeting.

25.

The following points were noted in discussion:
 that observers had requested permission to attend the stakeholder
meetings – these requests had been declined on the basis that the
meetings were confidential, and that an agreed note of the meetings
would be published on the Panel’s website afterwards; and
 a meeting with IMPRESS was taking place on 9 March 2015;
 nothing further had been heard from ISPO and the Executive Director
would therefore follow up with her equivalent at IPSO regarding a
arranging a meeting for a mutually convenient date.

26.

The Board:
 noted the current position on meetings including re-scheduled dates;
 noted that the Panel had received requests to meet from individuals
beyond those specifically invited, which had been accepted; and
 noted the exchange of correspondence between the Panel and
IMPRESS, and the Panel and IPSO.
Governance Framework: update on first phase of consultation – paper
PRP09(15)

27.

The Board considered a paper which presented a copy of the consultation
response received from IMPRESS in relation to the interim governance
policies published for public consultation on 19 December 2014, and
requested the Board’s approval to proposed amendments to some of the
documents to reflect the comments received.

28.

The following points were considered and the Board agreed amendments
to the following specific policies, along the lines proposed by IMPRESS:
openness and transparency; public consultation; register of interests; and
principles of consultation.
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29.

In summary, the Board:
 extended its thanks to IMPRESS for responding to the consultation in
a constructive way;
 approved the amendments proposed to the following policies and
position statements as discussed: openness and transparency; public
consultation; register of interests; and principles of consultation;
 noted the Chair’s letter to the Ministry of Justice dated 26 January
2015, to which a response had not yet been received;
 agreed the remaining policies and positon statements as final
versions:
 the Panel’s statement of mission and approach;
 working procedures for the Board;
 the Panel’s role in Scotland and Northern Ireland;
 delegations and matters reserved to the Board;
 indemnities;
 expenses;
 disciplinary procedures for the Chair and Members of the Board
 declarations of interest;
 confidentiality;
 expression of views;
 data protection;
 Board Member remuneration; and
 equality, diversity and inclusion.

30.

The Board delegated authority to the Chair and Interim Governance
Manager to finalise the documents and publish them on the Panel’s
website as final, agreed elements of the governance framework.
Governance Framework update – paper PRP10(15)

31.

The Board considered a paper which presented draft interim policies on
anti-bribery, money laundering, fraud, theft and corruption; whistleblowing
(by staff); and finance.

32.

In relation to the specific policies and position statements, the following
points were raised in discussion:
Anti-bribery, money laundering, fraud, theft and corruption policy
 the references to the Senior Independent Director needed to be
repeated where they appeared a second time (top of page 5 of the
draft policy); and
 Under section 9 of the draft policy, the following wording would be
added to the sentence regarding allegations of non-suppliers being
investigated by the Finance Director:
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‘unless it would not be appropriate to do this, in which case the
investigation will be by the Executive Director’
Whistleblowing (by staff) policy
 it was clarified that the policy applied to whistleblowing internally, and
did not apply in the context of regulatory activity; and
 references to staff would be defined as ‘employees and all those
working with and for the Panel’.
Finance policy
 section 13 on external audit needed to be regarded as very early
drafting on the basis that discussions with the National Audit Office
(NAO) needed to be held before the arrangements could be formalised
– if the NAO’s confirmation had not been secured by the time the
Panel issued the policy on the website as a consultation version, the
section would be deleted;
 in relation to the Scheme of financial delegation, appropriate limits
needed to be set to allow the Executive Director to deliver the work
programme, with the appropriate level of challenge and caution.
Figures needed to be slightly lower than might otherwise be the case
owing to the enhanced scrutiny that the Panel’s finances and funding
attracted;
 a key principle was for limits to apply at the point the liability was
initially incurred, rather than being centred on payments;
 a further important principle was to ensure a separation between the
individual incurring the expenditure and the individual signing off the
payment;
 it was agreed that the Finance Director should not authorise the
incurring of expenditure, only the authorising of payments (payment
limits were covered by separate limits set out in the banking mandate);
 the following limits of financial delegation were agreed, subject to
public consultation, and subject to keeping the limits under review and
reconsidering them in light of practical application:
o
o
o
33.

authority to incur budgeted resource or capital per transaction £25,000;
authority to incur unbudgeted resource or capital per transaction
- £5,000;
transfers between accounts - £50,000

In summary, the Board approved the following policies as interim
positions, subject to reflection of the points raised in discussion, to be
adopted pending further consideration in light of public consultation:
 Anti-bribery, money laundering, fraud, theft and corruption policy;
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34.

Whistle-blowing (by staff) policy; and
Finance policy.

The Board delegated authority to the Chair and Interim Governance
Manager to finalise the documents and publish on the Panel’s website as
part of the a consultation process for the governance framework, in line
with the approach to consultation agreed at the 5 December 2014 meeting
and with a view to the Board considering final policies in the light of any
public comment at the Board’s 26 May 2015 meeting (allowing eight weeks
for public consultation).
Finance Report February 2015 – paper PRP11(15)

35.

The Board received a paper which set out a bank-reconciled set of
accounts as at 31 January 2015 for the Board’s consideration.

36.

The Board:
 noted the positon regarding the Panel’s income and expenditure as at
31 January 2015, including the net surplus of £747,206 currently
predicted for the end of the financial year;
 noted that the cost of the staff expected to be in post by the end of
March 2015 was reflected in the figures for March 2015;
 requested that the line for salaries was reconfigured in order to
anonymise details of the payments to individuals;
 noted that a paper on the indicative budget for 2015/16 would be
submitted to the Board’s 25 March 2015 meeting; and
 noted that a further sum of money would be transferred from the
Exchequer via the Ministry of Justice ahead of the new financial year.
Closing discussion

37.

The Chair invited the members of the public who were in attendance to
make any observations and to raise any questions. In advance of this, the
Chair confirmed that at the confidential session held in the morning of 27
February. The Board had agreed the outline framework and timetable for
developing recognition criteria, including the plan to issue the draft
framework for formal public consultation in May, with public engagement
events taking place between May and July 2015. A concluded position on
the framework would be agreed by late summer, following which the Panel
would be ‘open for business’ and in a positon to accept applications. The
following points were made by the visitors:
Alistair Brett, Early Resolution CIC:
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reported on his company’s intended development of an arbitration
scheme, which it was hoped that the Panel would consider carefully
with a view to determining whether or not the offering was likely to
support the Royal Charter criterion which referred;
the Chair responded that the Panel would be working hard from the
end of February to establish and draft a recognition framework, ready
to issue it publicly at the end of May 2015, and that the Panel would
welcome dialogue on any of the criteria to help inform its thinking. The
Panel would not, however, base its approach around a commercial
offering; Harry Cayton added that in relation to arbitration, the Board
would expect to see a proportionate approach that did not advantage
or disadvantage any particular (size of) regulator;
Early Resolution CIC undertook to send the draft scheme and rules,
and the Panel agreed to a meeting to discuss the matter in due course.

Evan Harris, Hacked Off
 raised an issue in relation to the Data Protection Act 1999 and
publication of personal information on the Panel’s website - the Chair
responded that the reason why certain data had been redacted related
to the fact that its publication on the website pre-dated the Board’s
decision to publish correspondence in full;
 raised a point in relation to incentives for recognition, the award of
exemplary damages, and a correction of the reference in the Board’s
13 January 2015 minutes to the sections of the Crime and Courts Bill
2013 (Dr Harris felt the appropriate sections that should have been
referred to were 34 to 39 rather than 37 to 39);
 requested clarification regarding whether the Panel could put itself in a
position to accept applications before the final recognition framework
was published. The Chair responded that the Panel would give this
matter further consideration as part of considerations relating to the
timetable for the work and whether any regulator was likely to be in a
position imminently to submit an application for recognition.
Any other business
38.

The Chair reported that he would shortly be in touch with individual Board
Members to arrange one-to-one meetings, to be completed in the next
month to six weeks.
Date and time of next meeting

39.

The Board noted that the next scheduled meeting of the Board would be
held on Wednesday 25 March 2015, starting at 10.00am.

1
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PRESS RECOGNITION PANEL
Log of outstanding Board actions as at 18 March 2015
Actions completed from previous meetings have been removed from the log
Actions outstanding from the meeting held on 27 February 2015
PRP06(15) Update on process for recognition
1.
Working draft of consultation paper on the recognition framework to be
presented to the Board’s 21 April 2015 meeting to allow the Board an early
opportunity to comment; Executive Director to provide regular updates
between meetings to keep Board informed of progress
Progressing – Draft recognition framework added to the agenda for
consideration by the Board on 21 April 2015; Executive Director has
started to provide Board updates between meetings, with the first update
having been issued on 12 March 2015.
2.

Draft timeline for future work relating to the recognition process to be
issued as a public statement of the Panel’s plans
Progressing – Further discussion about timing to take place at the
Board’s 25 March 2015 meeting.

3.

Board Members to make themselves available to assist with recruitment
activity including assisting with sifting and undertaking interviews with the
Executive Director
Completed – Sifting completed during w/c 9 March (with the assistance of
Emma Gilpin-Jacobs and Harry Cayton) and interviews completed during
w/c 16 March (with the assistance of Emma Gilpin-Jacobs, Carolyn Regan
and Tim Suter).

4.

Budget for 2015/16 to be a substantive item for consideration at the
Board’s 25 March 2015 meeting
Progressing – Item postponed to 21 April 2015 Board meeting, by which
time the Panel will have set out the programme of work, decided where the
gaps are and how to fill them, have a programme of consultation/events
etc. Succession arrangements for the finance function will also be in place
by April, and it will be necessary for their involvement in preparing the draft
budget. The draft budget will be attached to a draft business plan when
presented for approval in April.

5.

Formal termination of the six month contract with Regus to be actioned by
the end of March 2015
Progressing – this matter is dealt with as part of paper PRP14(15)
relating to the resourcing update on the 25 March 2015 agenda

6.

Proposals for outsourcing the work on the Panel’s website to be
progressed
Progressing – this matter has not yet been progressed but should be
actioned before the 21 April 2015 Board meeting

1

7.

Communications approach and recommendations to be progressed further
once the Communications and Stakeholder Manager is appointed
Progressing – Communications and Stakeholder Manager joining on 23
March 2015 and will take forward this work as an early priority

Paper PRP07(15)
8.
Board to reflect further on the draft risk policy and proposed risk register
and consider the matter again at the confidential session taking place on
25 March 2015
Progressing – Risk policy and register attached to the agenda for
consideration at the 25 March 2015 Board meeting
Board Members’ interests
9.
Register of Board Members’ interests to be updated and published on the
Panel’s website
Progressing – Register has been checked and updated and the March
2015 version is in the process of being uploaded to the website
Paper PRP09(15) Governance Framework: update on first phase of
consultation
10.
Chair and Interim Governance Manager to finalise documents and publish
on the Panel’s website as final, agreed elements of the governance
framework
Progressing - this action has not yet been progressed but will be actioned
during w/c 23 March (HP)
Paper PRP10(15) Governance Framework update
11.
Chair and Interim Governance Manager to finalise documents (antibribery, whistleblowing and finance policies) and publish on the Panel’s
website for public consultation, for public comment – final versions and
consultation responses to be considered at the Board’s 26 May 2015
meeting
Progressing - this action has not yet been progressed but will be actioned
during w/c 23 March (HP)
Any other business
12.
Chair to meet shortly with individual Board Members to undertake one-toone meetings, to be completed in the next month to six weeks
Progressing – meetings are being scheduled currently
Actions outstanding from the meeting held on 13 January 2015
Matters arising
13.
Gavin Sturge (GS) taking forward necessary arrangements to secure
Board insurance; further meeting taking place with broker; proposal to be
put to the Chair and subsequently the Board for approval
Progressing – GS to provide a verbal update at the meeting on 25 March
Board meeting under matters arising

2

PRP02(15) Governance Framework update
14.
Panel to consider and agree the extent of restriction of activities in the
period leading up to the General Election at the Board’s March meeting
Progressing – Added to the agenda for consideration at the 27 March
2015 meeting (see Governance Framework update)
15.

Chair and Interim Governance Manager to finalise governance documents
and publish on Panel’s website, for a consultation period of 8 weeks.
Ongoing – documents and policies making up the second phase of the
Governance Framework published on website, with a deadline for
comments of 27 March 2015. Consultation responses and final drafts to be
considered at 21 April 2015 Board meeting

PRP04(15) Finance Report January 2015
16.
Gavin Sturge in the process of registering the Panel with HMRC for
corporation tax purposes (exact route the Panel needed to take to register
was to be confirmed by HMRC)
Progressing – The Panel is now registered with HMRC and can expect a
note to file a return within the next two months. GS to provide a verbal
update at the meeting on 25 March 2015 under matters arising.
Actions outstanding from the meeting held on 5 December 2014
PRP02(14) Governance Framework
17.
The potential for live streaming of business meetings to be investigated
Progressing – HP pursing with MWB/Regus
18.

The risk of holding all financial assets with one institution to be added to
the Panel’s risk register once drafted
Progressing – Risk register attached to the agenda for consideration at
the 25 March 2015 Board meeting

19.

Panel to investigate ways to manage the risk of holding all financial assets
with one institution (e.g. opening accounts with other banks or building
societies)
Progressing – GS considering the options; Treasury policy attached to
the agenda for consideration at the 25 March 2015 Board meeting

20.

A decision on laptops for Board Members to be considered at a future
meeting together with a decision on paperless Board meetings and the
adoption of BoardPad
Progressing – added to the forward plan

Paper PRP05(14) Board Members’ remuneration
21.
Remuneration rates for the Chair and Board Members to be subject to
review after one year of operation, and annually thereafter
Progressing – remuneration rates subject to public consultation and
added to the forward plan for re-consideration in November 2015

3

PRP14(15)
PRESS RECOGNITION PANEL BOARD
UPDATE ON RESOURCING ISSUES
Meeting: 25 March 2015

Status: for noting and approval

Lead responsibility: Susie Uppal

Contact details: Holly Perry,
Governance Manager, 07813691565

Purpose
1.

The purpose of this paper is to provide an update to the Board on actions taken
since the 27 February 2015 meeting in relation to resourcing to support the
proposals on the approach to recognition and overall work programme.

2.

The Board is invited to:
2.1 note the staff who have been engaged following interviews held during the
week commencing 16 March 2015;
2.2 note the update in relation to HR support;
2.3 note the update regarding the Panel’s premises arrangements, and agree
that that notice should be served to Regus by 31 March 2015 so that the
Panel can come out of contract by the end of July 2015;
2.4 note the update regarding Finance support;
2.5 note the update regarding IT.

Executive Summary
3.

The Board is being updated in respect of a number of implementation issues
that have been progressed since the 27 February 2015 meeting. These relate to
the engagement of personnel, the provision of “back office services”; HR,
payroll, premises and IT. Further work has not yet been progressed on the
website, or how the present itself (this latter piece of work will now be
progressed, on the basis that the Communications and Stakeholder Manager
takes up post on 23 March 2015).

4.

The Chair of the Board is the sponsor of this area of work. The work to prepare
this paper has been undertaken by Susie Uppal, Executive Director and Holly
Perry, interim Governance Manager.

Background and analysis
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PRP14(15)
Staff resources
5.

The Royal Charter sets out the powers of the Panel in relation to staffing at
section 7:
7.1 The Recognition Panel may employ staff or otherwise engage people
whose services are deemed expedient in order to carry out or promote the
Purpose of the Recognition Panel, and, in particular, to organise, assist with
the work of, and advise the Board.

6.

Following discussion at the 27 February 2015 meeting, recruitment activity has
been undertaken in order to secure individuals to provide the proposed
complement of staff. The organisational structure agreed at the February
meeting comprised:






7.

During the week commencing 2 March, letters were set to our contacts, various
recruitment agencies were secured, and adverts were placed on our website
and on the Guardian jobs online site (for the first four of the roles). The
response was high, and was particularly impressive given the roles were
advertised as fixed term contracts (9 months in the first instance) and
individuals were required to be available to start almost immediately. The
number of applicants, and viewings on the Guardian jobs online site were as
follows:




8.

Regulatory Manager – Standards
Regulatory Manager – Applications
Communications and Stakeholder Manager
Programme Support Manager
Head of Governance /Resources

27 applicants for the Programme Support role (282 Guardian viewings)
38 applicants for Regulatory Manager roles (209 Guardian viewings)
36 applicants for Comms and Stakeholder role (315 Guardian viewings)

The closing date for applications was 9 March and during the week
commencing 9 March, the roles were shortlisted and candidates were booked
in for interview. All interviews were held during the week commencing 9 March:
 Monday 16 March – three candidates interviewed for the Communications
and Stakeholder Manager role (Susie Uppal and Emma Gilpin-Jacobs
interviewed);
 Tuesday 17 March – four candidates interviewed for the Programme
Support Manager role (Susie Uppal and Holly Perry interviewed);
 Thursday 19 March – four candidates interviewed for the Regulatory
Manager – Applications role plus one candidate interviewed to undertake a
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PRP14(15)
specific piece of work on determining the Panel’s charging model (Susie
Uppal and Carolyn Regan interviewed);
 Friday 20 March – three candidates interviewed for the Regulatory Manager
– Standards role (Susie Uppal and Tim Suter interviewed).
9.

In relation to the Communications and Stakeholder Manager role, an individual
has been offered the role on an FTE pa of £58,000 and will start on 23 March
2015 (subject to receipt of satisfactory references). The individual’s CV is
attached at Annex A (RESTRICTED).

10.

In relation to the Programme Support Manager role, an individual has been
offered the role on the basis of an FTE pa of £49,500 and we await
confirmation of the individual’s acceptance and a start date. The position is
offered subject to receipt of satisfactory references. The individual’s CV is
attached at Annex B (RESTRICTED).

11.

In relation to the Regulatory Manager roles, these interviews are being held on
19 and 20 March 2015 and the Board will be updated verbally at the meeting
on the outcome of these interviews.

12.

As agreed at the 27 February 2015 meeting, Holly Perry will continue to be
engaged on an interim basis in the role of Head of Governance for the time
being. The role will be filled on an employed basis as soon as this is feasible.

13.

Built into the organisational design is some flexibility as to where the
responsibility for managing back room services may lie and to what degree
roles may be offered on a part time basis. As reported in February, if the
Governance role does not include any responsibility for the management of
back room services and is offered on a part time basis then responsibility for
those will lie elsewhere and any responsibility for direct line management will
be reviewed accordingly. These issues are being considered in light of the
skillset and seniority of the individual appointed to the role of Programme
Support Manager.

14.

The Board will recall from the February discussions that as a contingency, it
was agreed in principle that two administrative support positions should be
reflected in the organisation structure, one to assist with communications and
stakeholder matters, and one to assist with governance and resources. These
positions were not to be recruited to immediately but the option was available
to recruit if the need arose. One agency temp was engaged during the week
commencing 16 March 2015 in order to assist with the interviews and related
recruitment activity.
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PRP14(15)
15.

The Board is invited to note the staff who have been engaged following
interviews held during the week commencing 16 March 2015

Back office services
HR polices and contracts and HR services
16. At the 27 February 2015 Board meeting, it was agreed that the services of an
outsourced provider be secured to assist the Panel with developing HR policies
and drafting contracts for the new starters. A provider – Peninsula – has now
been secured, and they are working on putting together a (minimum) number of
HR policies, such as policies on annual leave, working hours, sickness,
disciplinary procedures, health and safety etc.
17. Peninsula are also able to provide advice and documentation on HR and health
and safety matters which arise and will provide support helplines which will
provide advice on any HR matters, as well as providing use of simple HR
systems (e.g. for recording annual leave and sickness absence).
18. All services are provided at a fixed cost of £289 per month and these have been
reflected in the 2015/16 indicative budget.
19.

The Board is invited to note the update in relation to HR support.

Premises
20.

In relation to premises, the Panel has now secured temporary, modern and fit
for purpose offices in Regus premises at Wood Street, Barbican - until 31 July
2015 (when our current contract ends with Regus). The cost is £6,739 plus
VAT per month.

21.

Further options are being investigated for the longer term (i.e. beyond the end
of July 2015). These will be put to the Board for formal consideration in due
course.

22.

Irrespective of the longer term plans, the Board is advised that notice should be
served on the six month Regus contract by 31 March 2015 to allow maximum
flexibility in terms of the Panel’s options beyond the end of July 2015.

23.

The Board is asked to:
 note the update regarding the Panel’s premises arrangements; and
 agree that that notice should be served to Regus by 31 March 2015 so that
the Panel can come out of contract by the end of July 2015.
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PRP14(15)
Information Technology
24.

In relation to IT hardware, the Panel is in the process of procuring four laptops
at an estimated cost of £6,000 comprising the cost of the laptops, the cost of
licenses (Zimbra and Windows 8 Professional). AMCL configured the laptops
with Windows 8 Professional, the Office online suite and also encrypted them.
We will assess any individual needs (e.g. keyboards, screens etc) after staff
have joined. The laptops previously used by the Chair and Interim Finance
Director have also now been made available for other staff to use.

25.

The work to network the laptops and put in place central back up arrangements
is underway to satisfy our obligations in relation to information security, and to
ensure we meet our obligations under the Data Protection Act.

26.

The Board is invited to note the update regarding IT.

Finance support
27.

The Executive Director is in the process of securing consultancy services to
assist with financial support once Gavin Sturge ceases his work with the Panel.
Three quotes are being sought from specialist financial service providers, and
once received, these will be shared and discussed with Harry Rich (as the
Board Member with responsibility on behalf of the Board for financial matters)
with a view to securing a contract before the end of March 2015. The Board will
be provided with a verbal update on the latest position at the meeting.

28.

The Board is invited to note the update regarding Finance support.

29.

The implications of decisions taken by the Board as set out in this paper are as
follows:
 Budget – as indicated under each heading
 Legislation – IT security and an appropriate file plan are vital for
information assurance and security purposes and to ensure the Panel deal
appropriately with its Data Protection Act 1998 responsibilities. HR policies
and procedures will be required once executives are in post.
 Resources – sufficient budget is available to meet the resource
requirements set out and expenditure which goes beyond 31 March 2015
will be incorporated in the draft budget for 2015/16 being presented to the
Board’s 25 March 2015 meeting.
 Equality, Diversity and Inclusion – there are no specific implications to
draw out.
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Devolved Nations
30. There are no specific implications/differences in relation to the areas of work
covered in this paper and the devolved nations.
Communications
31. The Board may have views on how to communicate the appointment of a
number of staff to take forward the Panel’s work programme over the coming 9
months.
Risks
32. There are a range of risks involved in the areas of work covered in this paper.
Failure to secure the required personnel, IT and premises will affect the Panel’s
ability to operate effectively in its early period of existence. A draft risk register
is presented in a separate paper being presented to the Board at this meeting
(paper PRP12(15) refers).
Recommendations
33. The Board is asked to:
33.1 note the staff who have been engaged following interviews held during the
week commencing 16 March 2015;
33.2 note the update in relation to HR support;
33.3 note the update regarding the Panel’s premises arrangements, and agree
that that notice should be served to Regus by 31 March 2015 so that the
Panel can come out of contract by the end of July 2015;
33.4 note the update in relation to Finance support; and
33.5 note the update regarding IT.
Attachments
Annex A – CV for Communications and Stakeholder Manager (RESTRICTED)
Annex B – CV for Programme Support Manager (RESTRICTED)
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PRP15(15)
PRESS RECOGNITION PANEL BOARD
UPDATE ON STAKEHOLDER MEETINGS
Meeting: 25 March 2015

Status: for noting

Lead responsibility: David Wolfe, Chair

Contact details: Holly Perry,
Governance Manager, 07813691565

Purpose
1.

The purpose of this paper is to update the Board on the latest position with
regard to the meetings with those with an interest in the Panel’s work, following
the update provided at the Board’s 27 February 2015 meeting.

2.

The Board is invited to:
 note the minutes of the stakeholder meeting held on 27 February 2015,
which have now been agreed by all attendees;
 note the meetings that have taken place since 27 February and the
summary point that have been raised;
 comment on the suggestion of meeting with publishers, including those not
part of IPSO and some very small publishers who might want to talk to the
Panel;
 note the correspondence received from Simon Carne, attached at Annex B.

Background and analysis
3.

At the meeting on 13 January 2015, in the context of the discussion of the
Board’s forward plan of Board business and building on discussions at the
Board’s 5 and 18 December 2014 meeting, the Board agreed a structured plan
for inviting attendees to address the Board between February and May 2015.

Analysis
4.

Following confirmation from Sir Brian Leveson that he would not be able to
attend a meeting, a notice was put on the Panel’s website setting out the
Panel’s timetable to meet with people and organisations interested in its work,
between February and May 2015, to help inform the development of the
framework for recognition.

Meetings held to date
5.

The following meetings have been held to date:
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6.

27 February – key interest groups – Campaign for Press and
Broadcasting Freedom; Mediawise Trust; Media Reform Coalition – the
notes of this meeting, which have been agreed by the attendees, are
attached at Annex A;
9 March – key interest groups – separate meetings were held with Media
Standards Trust and Hacked Off (additional meetings for key interest
groups who were not able to make the 27 February Board meeting); and
9 March – IMPRESS.

The key points raised at the meetings held on 9 March are as follows (full notes
will be published once drafted and agreed by all attendees):
Media Standards Trust – an interesting discussion about a range of issues
including the possibility of there being multiple regulators. Martin Moore is keen
and willing to assist the Panel with background and other information relating to
the recognition criteria. It is suggested that the Panel should invite some
relevant publishers to meet including in particular those not in IPSO (including
Guardian, Independent and Financial Times but also some very small
publishers).
Hacked Off – Hacked Off are keen that we should move as fast as possible to
being in a position to accept applications for recognition.
IMPRESS – IMPRESS has not yet decided whether to apply. In principle,
asked whether the Panel would consider an application even though a
regulator might at the time not have any organisations actually signed up, let
alone have a track record of regulating. IMPRESS were not specific about their
intended timescales. IMPRESS undertook to provide the Panel with contact
details for some very small publishers who might want to talk to the Panel.

7.

The Board is invited to:
 note the minutes of the stakeholder meeting held on 27 February 2015,
which have now been agreed by all attendees;
 note the meetings that have taken place since 27 February and the
summary point that have been raised;
 comment on the suggestion of meeting with publishers, including those not
part of IPSO and some very small publishers who might want to talk to the
Panel.

Forthcoming meetings


25 March – academics and commentators – including Steve Barnett, Westminster
University; Roy Greenslade, City University London; Steven Jukes, Bournemouth
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8.

University; Tim Luckhurst, Kent University; Gavin Phillipson, Durham University;
Damian Tambini, London School of Economics;
30 March – Stuart Purvis, City University London and Charlie Beckett,
London School of Economics (additional meeting for academics who were
not able to make the 25 March Board meeting);
13 April – Steve Hewlett, BBC (additional meeting for commentator who
was not able to make the 25 March Board meeting);
21 April – press representatives – including News Media Association;
Society of Editors; Periodical Publishers Association
26 May – journalists – including National Union of Journalists; Association
of European Journalists.

The Board is invited to note the current position on meetings including rescheduled dates.

Other meetings
9.

Although Sir Alan Moses (IPSO) responded positively to the Chair’s invitation
for an early meeting, and the Executive Director has subsequently been in email
correspondence with the Chief Executive of IPSO, Matt Tee, a response is
awaited from IPSO as regards a meeting date.

10. The Chair and Executive Director met with officials from the Department of
Culture, Media and Sport (current Media Policy lead and the current Press
Regulation lead). DCMS wanted to hear what was happening in order to
prepare briefings for incoming ministers post-election. They requested a further
meeting in June 2015.
Correspondence received
11.

Following publication of the questions for stakeholders on the Panel’s website,
correspondence was received from Simon Carne in relation to the questions.
Mr Carne describes himself as an adviser to several regulators and selfregulators over the past 20 years, who took a keen interest in the Leveson
Inquiry and was an occasional commentator on the its progress and
afterwards.

12.

The Panel is invited to note the correspondence received from Simon Carne,
attached at Annex B.
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Devolved Nations
13.

In line with the Panel’s position in relation to working with the devolved nations,
the Panel seeks to engage with all relevant individuals and organisations with
an interest in our work from across the UK.

Communications
14.

The Panel is committed to operating with the maximum degree of openness and
transparency in all its dealings. A note of each set of meetings with
stakeholders will be prepared and once agreed with all participants, notes will
be published on the Panel’s website.

Risks
15. Failure to secure the required level of engagement with all those with an interest
in our work will affect the Panel’s ability to operate with credibility in its early
period of existence. This engagement is a critical, to help inform the
development of the framework for recognition.
Recommendations
16.

The Board is invited to:
 note the minutes of the stakeholder meeting held on 27 February 2015,
which have now been agreed by all attendees;
 note the meetings that have taken place since 27 February and the
summary point that have been raised;
 comment on the suggestion of meeting with publishers, including those not
part of IPSO and some very small publishers who might want to talk to the
Panel;
 note the correspondence received from Simon Carne, attached at Annex B.

Attachments
Annex A – Notes of stakeholder meeting held on 27 February 2015
Annex B – Correspondence from Simon Carne
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DRAFT 04
PUBLIC VERSION
PRP15(15) ANNEX A
PRESS RECOGNITIONAL PANEL
Minutes of the meeting of the Board with key stakeholders held on
27 February 2015 at 107-111 Fleet Street, London EC4A 2AB
Present:

Dr David Wolfe QC (Chair of the Panel), Harry Cayton, Emma
Gilpin-Jacobs, Carolyn Regan, Harry Rich and Tim Suter

Visitors:

Chris Frost, Campaign for Press and Broadcasting Freedom
Julian Petley, Campaign for Press and Broadcasting Freedom
Angela Phillips, Media Reform Coalition
Mike Jempson, MediaWise Trust
Tom Rowland, MediaWise Trust

In attendance: Susie Uppal (Executive Director), Holly Perry (Interim Governance
Manager) (taking the note), Patrick Reeve (independent
consultant), John Price Williams (Interim Communications Advisor)
Welcome and introductions
1.

The Chair welcomed Board Members, visitors and attendees to the first of
a series of meetings to be held over coming months with key stakeholders,
ahead of public consultation later in the spring.

2.

Following introductions, the Chair set out the planned format for the
meeting, which was expected to last around an hour and a half. It was
hoped that this would allow sufficient time for discussion, but he invited
attendees to send any further thoughts in writing after the meeting.

3.

In terms of timescales, the Panel would shortly start preparing
documentation setting out proposals for how it intended to go about the
task of receiving and considering applications for recognition. The Panel
then expected (later in the spring) to consult widely on those proposals
before publishing them in final form later in the summer of 2015.

4.

In addition to any points the visitors wished to raise, the Chair emphasised
that the Panel would very much welcome comments – as part of the
discussions, or in writing after the meeting – on the following points1:
 the general approach the Panel should adopt to the recognition
criteria and process;
 how the Panel should approach the areas where the criteria for

1

The Panel wrote to visitors setting out the areas for discussion ahead of the meeting, and details
were published on the Panel’s website:
http://www.pressrecognitionpanel.org.uk/documents/Letter%20to%20attendees.pdf
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recognition were least specific (for example: public interest,
appropriate internal governance processes);
how the Panel should give effect to its duty under paragraph 1 of
Schedule 2 of the Charter to apply to the criteria concepts of:
effectiveness, fairness and objectivity of standards; independence and
transparency of enforcement and compliance, credible powers; and
remedies, reliable funding and effective accountability;
what evidence the Panel should require in support of applications;
any relevant examples of best practice or other learning, including in
those areas, of which you are aware;
on any particular dangers, including in any of those areas that visitors’
think the Panel should be aware of;
how best the Panel should seek the views of the public and other
interested persons on our draft proposals;
whether recognition applications might need to include, or could be
said to include, information which was or might be confidential; and if
so, how the Panel should respond to that;
whether the Panel should seek and take into account public comment
on recognition applications which we receive and, if so, how best the
Panel should go about doing that.

5.

The expectation was that the meeting would provide a forum for free and
frank exchange of views. The meetings with stakeholders were being held
in private, however a note of the key points discussed would be agreed by
all participants for publication on the Panel’s website

6.

The visitors confirmed that they were content to meet together as a group,
and that this did not raise issues for their respective organisations.
Discussions
How the Panel intended to work

7.

MJ asked how the Panel intended to work. The Chair responded that the
Panel had agreed its organisational style, culture and values at a Board
meeting at the end of 2014 and had consulted publicly on this. The
emphasis was on balancing the protection of a free press regime, with an
open, transparent and consultative recognition process. The Board of the
Panel was in the very early stages of thinking about how it would proceed
with the recognition process. The Panel intended to be in a position to
accept applications ahead of 3 November 2015, when the first of the
relevant provisions of the Crime and Courts Act 2013 would come into
force, bringing implications for exemplary damages. In the period leading
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up to the receipt of applications, the Panel would consult publicly and
extensively.
Engagement of the press
8.

MJ indicated that there was currently no evidence of that the press were
engaging with the subject, which raised concern. The Chair responded that
the Panel’s obligation - as set out in the Royal Charter - was to deliver a
recognition process. The Panel’s duty was to put itself in a position to
accept applications by 3 November 2015. The Panel additionally has a
public education role, in explaining to the Charter and related processes.
The Panel intended to take forward this element as part of the process of
consulting on the mechanics of the recognition process.

9.

HC emphasised that the Royal Charter was not negotiable. If other bodies
who were intended to be party to the process took a decision not to
engage, this was not a matter for the Panel. The Panel would, however,
make observations on the recognition system – including matters relating
to non-participation and non-engagement – as part of its annual report to
Parliament.
Placing an advertisement in the press

10.

JP suggested that the Panel might place an advert in the press to indicate
that it was ‘open for business’. The Chair responded that this suggestion
would be considered.
How proactive the Panel intended to be

11.

TR suggested that the Panel had a choice to make – that it could either act
as an ‘evangelist’ in relation to recognition, or else act as a ‘security. The
Chair responded that the Panel was likely to take an approach that would
be a mix of both; there was a role for the Panel in relation to auditing, but
the intention was to be proactive and use all tools at the Panel’s disposal to
see not only the Royal Charter obligations met, but also to see the system
of self-regulation work in a way that was envisaged by the Leveson Report.
The annual report would give the Panel the opportunity to make meaningful
observations and suggestions on the self-regulation landscape
Approach to auditing those who did not apply for recognition

12.

MJ asked how the Panel intended to audit those publishers who decided to
establish their own mechanisms and did not apply for recognition, such as
IPSO, the Financial Times and the Guardian. The Chair responded that the
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Panel would have only a limited role without an application for recognition.
The Panel had powers to make observations within its annual report, as
mentioned above, however the level of detail would be limited to evidence
and intelligence that was already in the public domain – and this itself was
likely to be limited. It raised the question of what evidence would be
required from regulators to make a judgement about how they measured
up to the criteria set out in the Royal Charter.
Protection of regional and local press, and the prospects of small
regulators emerging
13.

AP indicated that the November 2015 deadline was important from the
perspective that the exemplary damages provisions of the Crime and
Courts Act would come into force whether or not a body had been
recognised as an approved regulator. This raised the question of how
regional and local press might be protected, if IPSO and others declined to
apply to be recognised, and whether the Panel might support the creation
of (smaller) regulators. The Chair responded that while the Panel would act
consistently with a plurality of regulators as allowed for by the Charter, the
Panel did not have positive powers nor a role to assist with the creation of
regulators. The Panel would – however – ensure that its recognition
process was kept ‘light’, ensuring that the number of restrictions were kept
to a minimum, so that it would work equally if smaller, less well-resourced
regulators were to emerge. A further question was raised as to whether the
Panel might support the setting up of an arbitration system (this was one of
the criteria that was likely to be challenging for smaller, less well-resourced
regulators). The Chair responded that the Panel had not yet considered
the matter, but were interested in views. The Panel was aware that
commercial offerings were being developed to help regulators meet the
criterion relating to arbitration. One such organisation was currently in
discussion with the Panel to ensure its offering was Royal Chartercompliant.

14.

CF suggested that the issue was particularly challenging for local and
regional press because these were generally owned by the large press
organisations. There was a role for the Panel to take a proactive approach
with smaller, independent regulators. The Chair agreed, and confirmed that
the Panel would do what it could to support smaller regulators to emerge.
Complexity of the system of recognition

15.

MJ stated that the intention of the Royal Charter was to make the system of
regulation fairer. However, it had had the effect of making the system more
complex and fragmented. It was now arguably far harder for the average
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member of the public to know what to do. HC responded that the Panel had
no power to compel bodies to participate, but that it would put in place a
fair and transparent recognition system and also potentially ‘shine a light’
on those bodies who decided not to participate.
16.

MJ suggested that the Panel could act as a single port of call, and play a
role in signposting members of the public in relation to complaints,
particularly in the context of a plurality of regulators, some of whom might
seek recognition and some of whom might not. The Chair indicated that the
Panel could consider signposting how the whole new system worked,
including the role of the regulators and the Press Recognition Panel.
Timescales for putting in place a recognition process

17.

JP asked about the likely timescales in relation to the Panel being ready to
receive applications, and whether or not the Panel would be open to
accepting informal applications as a first stage. The Chair responded that
there were certainly likely to be vigorous and constructive dialogue with
regulators ahead of any formal application.

18.

In relation to timescales, MJ added that with a General Election, a long
summer parliamentary recess and then a recess for party conferences, it
would be helpful for the process to be up and running ahead of the summer
recess. The Chair responded that while the likely timescales were not far
off this proposition, there was a need to allow for due process and a full
public consultation which was likely to push the timetable post the summer
recess. The Chair set out that unlike government, government agencies
and non-departmental bodies, the Panel was not subject to the restricted
period leading up to the General Election (‘purdah’) and was likely to be
consulting publicly on the recognition system during this period.

19.

REDACTED TEXT

20.

TS commented that the recognition criteria – as set out in the Royal
Charter - were voluntary, and designed to accommodate a multiplicity of
regulators. The criteria were set in stone, and regardless of whether or not
a body decided to apply for recognition, the bodies would inherently judge
themselves (and be judged publicly by) these criteria. The criteria would
become a determinate of everyone’s approach over time.
Investigating and monitoring role

21.

CF suggested that the regulators’ role in investigating and monitoring
complaints was highly significant. These were areas where there had been
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significant changes since the Press Complaints Commission. The Chair
noted the point.
Definition of ‘public interest’
22.

AP raised concern that IPSO had adopted a definition of ‘public interest’
that was so weak that almost anything could be deemed to be in the public
interest. In AP’s view, it was very important that the Panel drew up a
definition that clearly defined the meaning of public interest. JP suggested
that the BBC Editorial guidelines provided a very useful test, for example.
The Chair responded that the Panel might consider developing a definition
and seek a public view on it as part of the public consultation.
Editors’ Code

23.

MJ noted that IPSO had indicated that it has copyright on the Editors’
Code, which IPSO had inherited from the Press Complaints Commission.
[REDACTED TEXT] The Chair responded that the House of Lords’
Communications Committee had raised questions in relation to this issue
as part of its current inquiry into press regulation, and it was likely to be
referred to in the Committee’s final report expected to be published by 31
March 2015.
Independence

24.

[REDACTED TEXT] The Chair responded that the Panel would welcome
follow up views and evidence from the visitors on the question of
independence of the board of regulators. MJ stated that the MediaWise
Trust has submitted evidence on this point to the House of Lords
Communications Committee. AP commented that independence was
absolutely key for the system of regulation to work effectively, and it would
be important for the Panel to be absolutely clear in its interpretation of
independence. It would not be workable for any definition of independence
to be open to interpretation. The Chair committed to publishing a definition
as part of the consultation phase.
Relationship between editors and journalists

25.

AP suggested it was false to assume that editors represented journalists.
The Daily Telegraph / HSBC case showed that this was not in fact the
case. Editors employed journalists and did not represent them. AP’s own
research had shown that there was a strong case for arguing that
journalists should be independently represented. CF added that it
appeared that ISPO had not yet set up a whistleblowing hotline for
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journalists. PR confirmed that the existence of a whistle-blowing hotline
was a criterion in the Royal Charter2. MJ added that IPRESS had
committed to involving working journalists in its arrangements, and that this
form of tripartite arrangement was likely to prove workable and
constructive. The Chair responded that while the Panel would not be in a
position to introduce a criterion on this point, it would consider asking the
question and make comment on the matter, including potentially needing to
have a clearer perspective on what constituted the role of ‘editor’.
26.

HC commented that the position in relation to the independence of
journalists had a parallel in the healthcare context. Significant research had
been undertaken in the healthcare context on attitudes to the regulation of
professionals. AP commented that while there were interesting parallels,
the position was different in the press context: doctors and nurses were
responsible to their own professional bodies and could have recourse to
them as protection if they were asked to do something that was unethical.
Journalists were employees and had no comparable professional body to
represent their interests, and should not made individually responsible for
ethical practices that they were not in fact responsible for.

27.

MJ stated that the Press Complaints Commission had specifically not
included working journalists, and there was concern that the Editors’ Code
had been developed to protect the publication rather than the journalist.
This had arguably led the Code being used as a weapon against
journalists, and publications pinpointing ‘rogue journalists’ as responsible
for instances that had brought publications into disrepute. MJ felt that there
were important questions to be asked about who was devising the Code,
who it was intended to protect, and who was ultimately accountable for
failings.

28.

AP added that the lack of recognition of trade unions within the industry
was also a significant cause for concern and added to journalists’
vulnerable position.
Ownership of regulated publishers

29.

MJ stated that it ought to be a requirement that publications should be
completely transparent about their ownership. The Chair responded that
ownership could be indirectly relevant to the Panel when it came to
considering the independence of the board of a regulator and a rubric
would be developed in relation to the source of funding. The Chair invited

Criterion 8D states: ‘A self-regulatory body should establish a whistleblowing hotline for those who
feel that they are being asked to do things which are contrary to the standards code’.
2
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views on whether any disclosure requirements in relation to ownership
might stop regulators applying for recognition.
Complaints handling
30.

MJ set out the concerns around complainants having to link their
complaints specifically to the correct clause within the Code for complaints
to be taken forward for investigation. There was potentially a role for the
Panel to understand the exact nature of complaints officers’ specific role.
MJ also raised concerns about the requirement – in order to dispel and
incorrect story for example - to provide sensitive personal information in
support of complaints, with no guarantees that such information will not be
passed on. The Panel noted these concerns.
Involving the public

31.

The Chair invited views on Panel’s intention for there to be two phases to
public involvement: (a) public consultation on the design of the recognition
process; and (b) public comment on applications. The visitors indicated that
advertising and social media would be key to raising awareness of public
consultation. The visitors also indicated that journalism schools and NUJ
branches were very likely to be happy to facilitate hosting consultation
events. It would also be important to consult and engage: special interest
groups – including: LGBT, gypsy and traveller groups, mental health
groups; faith groups etc. and those who gave evidence at the Leveson
inquiry. In the visitors’ view, the Panel would find it difficult to publicise its
work via the press in the normal way and that the serious consideration
needed to be given to taking out paid advertising in the press to circumvent
the tendency to mis-interpret the intentions and likely ramifications of
Leveson.

32.

In relation to whether or not applications should be published, the visitors
could not envisage which if any elements of an application would need to
be confidential. Any suggestion that applications should be kept
confidential was, in some of the visitors’ view, likely to raise significant
concerns. On the other hand, some visitors were of the view that if the
Panel consulted on its recognition process, its role thereafter was to come
to its own determination regarding the applications, and there would not be
a strong case for public comment at that stage. The Chair added that it
would reduce the timescales for considering an application if there was no
element of public comment.
Additional information
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33.

The Chair concluded the session by inviting the visitors to submit additional
information as they wished. JP indicated that he would submit information
on a definition of public interest. POST MEETING NOTE: The following
document was received later on 27 February 2015:

ReutersJP1Rev.docx

MJ stated that he would submit information on complaints handling. POST
MEETING NOTE: The following references were provided by MJ on 3
March 2015:
http://www.thehindu.com/opinion/Readers-Editor/what-makesselfregulationwork/article6948754.ece?utm_source=RSS_Feed&utm_medium=RSS&ut
m_campaign=RSS_Syndication
'Mapping Media Accountability - in Europe & beyond',
Eberwein/Fengler/Lauk.Leppik-Bork (eds,) Herbert von Halem Verlag,
Koln, 2011. ISBN 978-3-86962-038-1
'Journalists & Media Accountability: An international study of news people
in the digital age,' Fengler/Eberwein/Mazzolini/Porlezza/Russ-Mohl (eds,)
Peter Lang, New York, 2014. ISBN 978-1-4331-2281-1
JP referred to a comparative study on complaints published by the Reuters
Institute at Oxford University, which was in the process of being updated.
Closing comments
33.

The Chair thanked the visitors for attending and for speaking openly and
frankly about issues that were of concern to them. The visitors observed
that the main value of the discussion was its demonstration of transparency
and openness in the Panel’s approach, which was to be applauded.
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Simon Carne | Business Consulting
simoncarne@simoncarne.com

G07 REGENT COURT
W RIGHTS LANE
LONDON
W8 5SJ
T: 020 7938 2600
M: 077 7938 2600
F: 020 7938 2675

BY EMAIL: hperry@pressrecognitionpanel.org.uk
Ms Holly Perry
The Press Recognition Panel
107-111 Fleet Street
London
EC4A 2AB

10 March 2015

Dear Ms Perry
QUESTIONS TO INTEREST GROUPS
Many thanks for providing me with a copy of the questions that the Recognition Panel has distributed to
the various groups that it has planned to meet (as described in the “Meeting Up” section of the website
Home page).
I am not a member of any of those groups, but I have a number of comments in reply to some of the
questions posed, which I set out in the note attached to this letter in the hope that it will be of use to the
Recognition Panel. You will see from my note see that I have taken the questions out of order (and not
answered all of them). Given the views that I express, I think my overall response is shorter and more
coherent for having followed the sequence I took.
I write from the perspective of someone who has been an adviser to several regulators and self-regulators
over the past 20 years. I took a keen interest in the Leveson Inquiry and was an occasional commentator
on the its progress and afterwards.1
I should also mention that, as a result of my role as a commentator, I was asked to provide occasional
advice and support to the IMPRESS Project during the course of 2014, which I was happy to do on a pro
bono basis. With the IMPRESS board and initial staffing now in place, I am not currently working with
IMPRESS and they have not (yet) seen this response. I believe my comments meet the test of
independence, in the sense that I would have commented no differently if I had had no prior involvement
with IMPRESS, but if the Panel senses any bias in my comments, please adjust for that as appropriate.
If you would like me to provide any follow-up comments or answer any additional questions that I have
not yet addressed, please let me know. I would, of course, be happy to attend a meeting with any of the
Panel or its Executive, if they think that would be of assistance.
Yours sincerely

Simon Carne

1

See, for example, http://www.simoncarne.com/index.php?s=leveson
1

RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS POSED THE RECOGNITION PANEL
I offer the following comments in response to some of the questions posed by the Recognition Panel to
various interest groups.2
The approach where the criteria are least specific, eg public interest and internal governance
In the context of the Criteria, it is not clear to me that it falls to the Recognition Panel to take any approach
at all to the public interest or internal governance processes. For the reasons I explain below, I think these
are matters for the regulator, itself, not the Panel.
Public interest
The term “public interest” (and “interests of the public”) appears in three specific criteria:
 Criterion 8 requires that the regulator’s standards code must take into account the public interest. This
invites a question as to how far the Recognition Panel must go to satisfy itself that the code takes
account of the public interest sufficiently and/or in an appropriate way. But Criterion 7 requires that
the standards code “must ultimately be the responsibility of” the regulator, advised by the regulator’s
own Code Committee. It is difficult to see how such wording can be reconciled with any suggestion
that the regulator should have to adopt, or conform to, an “approach” laid down by the Panel.
Moreover, the sixth recital of the Charter envisages that the existing Editors’ Code of Practice will be
adopted as the initial standards code by the successor to the PCC, thereby ruling the Panel out of any
say in the matter so far as IPSO is concerned (if IPSO were to apply for recognition). It should not be
the case that a code which meets the recognition test for one regulator is unacceptable for another.
None of this means that the Recognition Panel is an idle observer. The Panel must check that there
is a standards code; that the code takes into account (amongst other things) the public interest in
relation to the matters specified in Criterion 8; and that the Board of the regulator takes advice from a
Code Committee before deciding on the content. I say more about the role of the Panel, below.
 Criterion 8C requires that the regulator should provide non-binding guidance on the interpretation of
the public interest in relation to the standards code. It would be wholly illogical if a code which must
be written by the regulator and applied by the regulator were to be accompanied by an interpretation
guide in which the meaning of any of the terms was required to conform to an approach taken by
someone who is not the regulator.
 Criterion 11 stipulates that the regulator should have the power to hear complaints, not only from
parties directly affected by the matter complained of, but also from a representative group where there
is public interest in the Board doing so.
This wording does not rule out the Panel seeking to know in advance how the regulator intends to
exercise that power. But neither does this wording demand that the Panel should take a view. If the
Panel accepts my arguments in the first two bullet points above, it would be entirely reasonable for
the Panel to accept that Criterion 11 is met by having a power worded in accordance with the criterion,
without the Panel having to seek additional evidence as to how the power will be applied.
One the basis of these comments, there is no need for the Recognition Panel to formulate an “approach”
to the public interest, so far as the Charter criteria are concerned.
Internal governance processes
I have searched the criteria for reference to “governance”. It appears in two criteria. The first is Criterion
9, which requires the regulator to be satisfied of the governance processes of the regulated bodies (ie
the publishers). Plainly, it is for the regulator, not the Panel, to determine what governance processes are
suitable. If the Panel makes that determination, the Panel is stepping into the shoes of the regulator,
which is not what the Charter intends or empowers.
2

Published on the Panel’s website at http://www.pressrecognitionpanel.org.uk/documents/Letter%20to%20attendees.pdf

2

The only other mention of “governance” is in Criterion 19 which merely refers to the regulated body’s
governance, without stipulating any requirements relating to governance.
To the extent that there are other criteria which address matters relating to the governance of the regulator
itself, they are quite specific (eg the appointment process and composition and the regulator’s board).
The Recognition Panel will need to ensure that those criteria are met, but that does not call for the Panel
to adopt an “approach” to “internal governance processes”, which the question asks about.
How the Panel should give effect to the concepts under paragraph 1 of Schedule 2 of the Charter
The question lists nine concepts which are set out in the paragraph 1 of Schedule 2 of the Royal Charter.
The listing of those nine concepts is followed by the words “as articulated in the Leveson Report, Part K,
Chapter 7, Section 4”. So the starting point must be to see what Sir Brian Leveson had to say about the
matter. Indeed, that may well be the end point, as well, unless one considers the eleven pages of Part K,
Chapter 7, Section 4 to be inadequate.
If we take the first of the nine concepts, effectiveness, I submit that this word means nothing more than
“satisfying the criterion laid down in the Royal Charter”. In support of that proposition, I cite paragraph
Leveson paragraph 4.2:3
“It is important to be clear about what I mean by ‘genuinely independent and effective regulation’.
My criteria for an effective regulatory regime set the broad framework. What I will do now is
set out at a level of detail the minimum criteria that I believe it would be necessary to have in
place in order to deliver against that broad framework.” [Emphasis added]
If there are issues surrounding the interpretation of the Charter, those issues must, of course, be explored.
But, in the case of “effectiveness”, I suggest that the above quote tells the Panel to look no further than
the Charter itself.
I am reluctant to go through all the remaining concepts, in writing, and the Panel would probably not wish
me to do so! My general proposition is that, if there are any specific concepts which are not adequately
explained by Leveson Part K, Chapter 7, Section 4, the Panel might wish to identify (1) the concepts in
question; (2) the specific criteria to which they apply; and (3) the passage from Leveson (if there is one)
which creates a doubt. The concepts can then be examined in their full context.
In support of my approach, I would draw attention to three further extracts from Leveson: 4
“6.9

The role of the recognition body is essentially an objective one. Its task would be simply to check
that the statutory requirements have been met by the body applying for recognition. Having said
that, it is also one that requires a degree of expertise in order to assess that the criteria have been
met….”

“6.24 … all the while recognising the very limited role that [the Recognition Panel] would have.”
“6.25 … [The Recognition Panel] would test each against the statutory requirements and either approve
the body or raise any reasons as to why the requirements are not met. … Speaking for myself,
assuming that the exercise is undertaken in a way that seeks to fulfil that which I have described,
I see no difficulty in recognition being comparatively straightforward.”
I must acknowledge that, as the paragraph numbers indicate, this is from Section 6, not Section 4, of
Leveson, Part K, Chapter 7, so these quotes do not fall within the material that paragraph 1 of Schedule
2 of the Royal Charter identifies. Moreover, Leveson wrote Section 6 on the premise that recognition
would be assigned to Ofcom, a recommendation which was not taken up. Some might argue that the
decision to create a separate Recognition Panel to carry out the task undermines the whole of Section 6.
3
4

Part K, Chapter 7, on page 1759
Part K, Chapter 7, on pages 1773 and 1776
3

I think that would be wrong. Much of the section reflects views that are independent of who takes on the
recognition duties.
The Recognition Panel may, of course, find that, as it carries out its work, Sir Brian Leveson was wrong
to expect that the process would turn out to be “comparatively straightforward” (as he suggested in
paragraph 6.25 quoted above). The statement was, in part, in the nature of a prediction which may prove
false. But I see no reason why the Recognition Panel cannot (i) approach the task on the premise that
the intention was for the process to be comparatively straightforward and (ii) set out to operate on a basis
which reflects that expectation – or, at the very least, to minimise any deviation from it.
What evidence should the Panel require in support of applications?
The first (implied) part of this question is whether the Recognition Panel should specify the evidence that
it wants to receive or invite the regulator to submit evidence so that the Recognition Panel can respond
with questions and requests for more details, as the Panel sees fit.
To some, the latter (passive) approach may sound disorganised. Indeed, it would be if the Recognition
Panel were expecting to receive multiple, simultaneous applications, all of which needed to be treated on
the same footing. But that is not the case, at least not in the short term. It is unlikely that the Recognition
Panel will face more than one application for recognition during the course of 2015. I suggest that it would
be pointless for the Panel to create a system which the applicant regulator must then organise itself to
comply with. I refer again to paragraph 6.24 from Leveson Part K, Chapter 7:
“6.24 … I would encourage a continuing dialogue between those establishing a [regulator] and [the
Recognition Panel] throughout the process, to ensure that the statutory requirements were fully
understood, all the while recognising the very limited role that [the Recognition Panel] would have.”
This seems to be an open invitation for the applicant regulator to present the Recognition Panel with the
evidence it has and for the Panel to respond accordingly. At the very least, it suggests a dialogue in which
the Panel should ask the applicant regulator what evidence it envisages supplying so that the Panel base
any requests on that starting point, rather than the other way around.
The testing of the criteria might even be carried out in stages – probably not one at a time, but in groups
of related items. Approval against individual criteria would doubtless need to be contingent on an overall
decision, once all the evidence had been submitted and reviewed as a whole. But some of the criteria
are plainly independent of others and there is a natural chronology to them. To take one very obvious
example, if the Recognition Panel were not satisfied with the membership of an applicant regulator’s
board – or the process by which the board had been selected – that is something which the applicant
regulator should be made aware of as soon as possible so that it does not progress with the rest of its
start-up processes without having a chance to explore a remedy for the initial problem.
Once again, I cite the Leveson report in support of my contention:
“6.25 Once a body was fully established it would seek recognition from [the Recognition Panel], providing
evidence of its funding agreement, governance structures and code. [The Recognition Panel]
would test each against the statutory requirements and either approve the body or raise any
reasons as to why the requirements are not met. The body would then have the option of amending
the proposal in a way which would satisfy the statutory requirements, withdrawing its application,
or challenging the decision … not to recognise it. …”
Should the Panel take into account public comment on recognition applications?
Yes. But I think this should be a negative test, rather than a positive one. In other words, the Recognition
Panel should ask whether members of the public know of any reasons why recognition should not be
granted or have any information about the applicant regulator which they wish the Recognition Panel to
consider. I don’t think the Recognition Panel needs to seek active public support for a positive result.

4

The general approach the Panel should adopt to the recognition criteria and process
It has been a theme of my response that the recognition process should be a relatively straightforward
one, applying each of the Charter criteria objectively. The criteria do not need to be interpreted in a
manner which makes the hurdle as high as it can be within the language used. The Panel should look at
the requirements in context, recognising what the Leveson report had to say about the matter, most
certainly in Part K, Chapter 7, Section 4 but also, in my submission, in Section 6 of the same Chapter.
The Charter criteria need to be met. But they do not need to passed with room to spare. The Charter sets
out a process for “approval”, not a search for “excellence”, nor even a search of the best out of several
contenders. The Panel has the power to recognise every regulator who applies, if they all meet the criteria.
I very much hope that any approved regulator(s) will aspire to, and achieve, excellence. But starting from
where we were at the time of the Leveson Report, excellence would be a huge leap and there is nothing
in the Leveson Report to suggest that such a leap had to be made in order for recognition to be granted.
On the contrary, in Part K, Chapter 7, paragraph 4.2, Leveson set out what he described as “the minimum
criteria” for “independent and effective regulation.” I see nothing in the Charter to suggest a higher hurdle.
Simon Carne
10 March 2015
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PRP16(15)
PRESS RECOGNITION PANEL BOARD
GOVERNANCE FRAMEWORK UPDATE
Meeting: 25 March 2015

Status: for approval

Lead responsibility: David Wolfe, Chair

Contact details: Holly Perry,
Governance Manager, 07813691565

Purpose
1.

The purpose of this paper is to present an interim IT Policy and an interim
Treasury Policy, following discussion of the overarching Governance
Framework at the Board’s meeting held on 5 December 2014. The Board is also
invited to agree the position in relation to any restrictions on the Panel’s
activities during the forthcoming election, and note the latest update on internal
and external audit arrangements.

2.

The Board is asked to:
2.1 approve as interim positions to be adopted pending further consideration in
the light of public consultation the policies attached at Annexes A and B:
 Annex A – IT Policy
 Annex B – Treasury Policy
2.2 delegate authority to the Governance Manager and Chair to finalise the
drafts and place on the Panel’s website for public consultation;
2.3 agree the position in relation to any restrictions on the Panel’s activities
during the forthcoming election; and
2.4 note the latest update on internal and external audit arrangements.

Executive Summary
3.

A number of high priority governance policies and policy statements were
presented to the Board’s first meeting on 5 December 2014 for consideration
and approval. A timetable was also agreed for the consideration of the
remaining elements of the Panel’s governance framework for approval at
subsequent meetings of the Board. This paper presents the draft IT and
Treasury policies for the Board’s consideration and approval as interim policies
for consultation.

4.

The Board is discussing the appointment of a Senior Independent Director in
the confidential session on 25 March 2015. Paper PRP13(15) refers.
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5.

The Chair of the Board is the sponsor of this area of work, although the Royal
Charter is clear that it is the responsibility of the Board to determine its
governance arrangements.

Strategic Objective
6.

The functions of the Press Recognition Panel are determined by the Royal
Charter (para 4.3) as public functions. As a public body, the Panel needs to
establish robust governance arrangements appropriate to its business, scale
and culture. The arrangements should combine efficient decision-making with
accountability and transparency.

Analysis
Policies for approval
IT Policy
7.

8.

Now that the Panel is employing individuals and securing IT hardware for them,
the Panel needs to agree a policy governing the use of Information
Technology. The draft policy attached at Annex A is based on a pro forma
provided by our external IT providers, AMCL. This has been tailored to meet
the Panel’s specific needs. It describes the rules and conduct that the Panel
requires individuals to observe whenever they use its IT systems. IT systems
are defined as telephones, computers (including the use of emails and the
internet) and any other equipment owned or operated by the Panel that may be
used to communicate, store or process information electronically.
It is recommended that the Board adopts (at least as an interim position
pending consultation before adoption of a final position) the IT policy attached at
Annex A.

Treasury policy
9.

A draft treasury policy is attached at Annex B. ‘Treasury’ concerns where to put
cash to earn market interest securely. It is not advisable that the Panel invest
money on securities or otherwise, or employ someone or pay a third party to do
so on the Panel’s behalf.

10.

The Interim Finance Director advises that the policy should spell out the
Panel’s attitude to risk specific to deposit accounts e.g. how many banks and
types of banks to spread the money over. One option is to hold all monies in
Handelsbanken and negotiate the best rate from a very low risk institution or
keep £1m or so elsewhere or several places defined as UK clearing banks to
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maximise the Panel’s return. For reference, the interest rate on the current
account in Handelsbanken is 0.15% but would be higher if the Panel accepts
the £2m balance which the Ministry of Justice has indicated might be
transferred to the Panel in April 2015 (probably 0.25%).
11.

While reference is made in the policy to government bonds, the Interim
Finance Director suggests that the Panel does not invest in government bonds,
on the basis that it seems counterintuitive to draw down Exchequer funds and
invest it back in government to earn interest.

12. It is recommended that the Board adopts (at least as an interim position
pending consultation before adoption of a final position) the Treasury policy
attached at Annex B.
Restrictions during the election period
13. At the Board’s 13 January 2015 meeting, the Board noted that the Civil Service
and public bodies generally issue that specific guidance ahead of an election
(general, local, mayoral, European, Scottish Parliament, NI Assembly, Welsh
Assembly or otherwise) on an ad hoc basis, setting out intended restriction of
certain activities during a pre-determined period ahead of the election (for
example, the cessation of public affairs activity, or publication of a significant
policy documents etc.). In respect of the General Election taking place on 7 May
2015, Parliament will be dissolved on 30 March 2015, allowing 5 weeks for
campaigning. Specific guidance will be issued around this time.
14. The Board agreed to consider and agree the extent of restrictions on its
activities at the Board meeting taking place on 25 March 2015, but took the
following view during discussions in January 2015:
In relation to the period of restricted activity leading up to an election
(‘purdah’), the Board agreed - given that its independence means that it stands
entirely outside the political process, and the clear political activity guidelines
agreed – that it should not be bound to a period of complete restriction in
terms of its activities, in the same way that other public bodies might be. The
Board would instead apply an appropriate and proportionate approach, one
that would be in accordance with the parameters set by the Royal Charter.
13.

The Board is invited to agree the position in relation to any restrictions on the
Panel’s activities during the forthcoming election.
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Internal and external audit arrangements
14. On 5 March 2015, the Interim Finance Director met Paul Keane (DCMS lead)
and Sajid Rafiq (MoJ lead) of the National Audit Office (NAO). It would appear
that the NAO was not consulted at the point that the Royal Charter was being
drafted which would, in the normal course of events, have happened. The NAO
are not adverse to being engaged as the Panel’s auditors, however they will
need to establish what sort of audit engagement this should be and also
conduct due diligence to establish if they are able to undertake the assignment.
The Interim Finance Director will provide a verbal update of the latest position at
the meeting.
15. The Board is invited to note the latest position in relation to internal and
external audit arrangements.
Communications
16. Once agreed in principle by the Board, the draft policies will be published on the
Panel’s website as consultation drafts. Policies will then be reviewed by the
Board on a regular basis, incorporating feedback received via public
consultation.
Risks
17. There are significant reputational risks if the Panel does not adopt adequate
governance procedures and policies (and in many respects, the Panel ought to
be setting an example to the press regulators and therefore operating at the
highest standards of governance). Development of these policies in a short
timeframe requires resources. The prioritisation conducted by the Board at its
meeting on 5 December 2014 is intended to balance the risks involved.
Recommendations
18. The Board is invited to:
18.1 approve as interim positions to be adopted pending further consideration
in the light of public consultation the policies attached at Annexes A and B:
Annex A – IT Policy
Annex B – Treasury Policy
18.2 delegate authority to the Governance Manager and Chair to finalise the
drafts and place on the Panel’s website for public consultation;
18.3 agree the position in relation to any restrictions on the Panel’s activities
during the forthcoming election; and
18.4 note the latest update on internal and external audit arrangements.
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Timeline for future work
19. The interim draft policies will be uploaded to the Panel’s website once they have
been amended to reflect comments raised in discussion. The forward plan of
Board policies indicates the intended timescale for presenting remaining
elements of the Governance Framework to the Board for consideration and
approval as interim position statements pending consultation.
Attachments
Annex A – Draft IT policy
Annex B – Draft Treasury policy
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ANNEX A

PRESS RECOGNITION PANEL
Information Technology Policy

25 March 2015

Introduction
1. This policy applies to everyone (including Board Members, staff and
contractors) using the Information Technology (IT) facilities at the Press
Recognition Panel (“Panel”) and describes the rules and conduct that the
Panel requires you to observe whenever you use its IT systems. By IT
systems, we mean telephones, computers connected to the network
(including the use of emails and the internet) and any other equipment
owned or operated by the Panel that may be used to communicate, store
or process information electronically; also all emails sent using a
pressrecognitionpanel.org.uk email address or any sent in the course of
activities for the Panel using any other email address.
2. The purpose of this policy is not to prevent, discourage or monitor1
reasonable usage of IT systems, but rather to set out clearly a code
based on mutual trust and an underlying assumption that everyone will
use the IT systems fairly and reasonably.
3. The intention is not to impose restrictions that are contrary to the Panel’s
established culture of openness, trust and integrity. The Panel is
committed to protecting its Board Members, employees, consultants and
itself from illegal or damaging actions by individuals, either knowingly or
unknowingly and this policy is constructed as part of that commitment.
4. This document outlines the Panel’s security policy in relation to the use
of IT equipment and systems. The policy has been created after
reviewing best practice use and the relevant legislation currently in force
and it is designed to ensure that we meet all legal requirements,
minimise our exposure to risk, protect our information and utilise the
equipment in the most effective manner. Inappropriate use exposes the
Panel to risks including virus attacks, compromise of network systems
and services and a range of legal issues.
5. It is vital that everyone at the Panel applies this security policy in full.
While the policy does not form part of anyone’s contract of employment,
all users of IT systems are responsible for ensuring that they are
complying with the policy and with any current legislation. Failure to
comply with this policy and other guidelines could result in disciplinary
action that may lead to dismissal (including termination without notice in
cases of serious breaches) and the possibility of prosecution under
existing legislation.

1

Note: monitoring of usage, whether such usage occurred prior to the introduction of this policy or after its
introduction, will not be carried out in the normal course of events: see Annex 1 .
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Operating principles
6. The Panel will conform with the relevant legislation in force at the time
governing the use and monitoring of e-mails and the internet, which
principally involves: the Human Rights Act 1998, the Data Protection Act
1998, the Regulation of Investigatory Powers Act 2000 and the
Telecommunications (Lawful Business Practice) (Interception of
Communications) Regulations 2000 (S.I. 2000, No. 2699). The Panel
has also decided that, whether or not the Freedom of Information Act is
extended to cover the Panel’s activities, the Panel will behave as if the
Act applied to it (including therefore in relation to communications sent
using IT systems). All reasonable steps will be taken to inform users
about their legal rights under the legislation at the time through the
communication of this policy.
7. Other legislation taken into account in this policy includes the Copyright,
Design and Patents Act 1988 and Data Protection Act 1998.
Your use of the Panel’s IT
8. The principal purpose of the IT systems is to facilitate the legitimate
business purposes of the Press Recognition Panel. However it is
acknowledged that everyone is entitled to means of personal
communications during the working day, particularly, but not only, where
there is a need to communicate urgently. Personal use of the Panel’s IT
equipment, as described later in this policy, is allowed, so long as carried
out reasonably and appropriately.
9. Under no circumstances should the IT systems be used to send, receive,
browse, download or store material that may be illegal, offensive or
cause embarrassment to others. This includes (without limitation) the use
of the Panel’s IT systems to send, receive, obtain access to, download or
store pornographic material and material that is religiously, racially or
sexually offensive.
10. In particular, you may not use the Panel’s IT systems to send, or solicit,
communication where the content (or any attachment) is pornographic,
sexist, racist, homophobic or in any other way unlawfully discriminatory.
11. It is important to ensure that you and the Panel are protected against the
misuse of others’ copyright material and that the integrity and
effectiveness of the IT systems is maintained. Accordingly, you may not
install or update any software not provided or approved by the Panel
without the prior permission of the Executive Director.2
12. You are responsible for the security of the IT systems assigned to you,
and you must not allow them to be used by any other person unless, in
the case of staff members, permitted by your manager.

2

This does not apply to updates of approved software already installed.
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13. Your system password is unique to you, and must not be made available
to any other person, (other than our IT Consultants (“AMCL”) who may
need your password for support purposes).
14. Passwords should be sufficiently memorable so that you can avoid
writing them down, but not obvious or easily guessed. The password
should be at least 9 characters long and contain three of the four types of
keyboard character (upper case, lower case, numbers and symbols – by
way of example only – 2014.St0Ne%. It is sensible not to use the same
password for all devices.
15. To ensure compliance with this policy, use of IT systems by staff may be
monitored. Such monitoring will not be carried out in the normal course
of events and when monitoring does occur it will be in accordance with
the practice set out in Annex 1. You should also be aware that others
may have access to systems you use, the data stored or may oversee
what you are doing.
16. Staff accept that by using the Panel’s IT systems to send or receive emails, or to access the internet, that monitoring may take place in
accordance with the practice set out in Annex 1. Accordingly it is
recommended that any communications carried out by e-mail for
communication which are in their nature private or confidential or which
may contain sensitive personal data, should be clearly marked “private”
in the subject line.
17. E-mail monitoring will be confined to the address/heading of an e-mail
unless there appears (in the view of the Executive Director) to be a valid
and defined reason to examine the content.
18. In exercising its right to monitor e-mails and internet usage, the Panel will
comply with its obligations under the Data Protection Act 1998 and the
Regulatory of Investigatory Powers Act 2000. The Panel will also comply
with the Information Commissioner’s Employment Practices Code in this
regard.
Personal Use of the Panel’s IT Systems
19. Use of the Panel’s IT systems by you to send and receive personal email, to use the internet (including instant messaging services) or to
make or receive personal telephone calls is acceptable provided that
your usage:
 is kept to a minimum;
 does not interfere with your work;
 does not incur anything more than trivial costs to the Panel; and
 complies with all other Panel policies.
20. If using social media sites, such as Twitter, it should be clearly stated
that any views expressed are those of the individual, rather than of the
Panel.
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21. This policy on personal use is dependent upon its not being abused or
overused and may be withdrawn or amended at any time and without
notice.

Panel computers
22. All Panel laptops and PCs should use screen savers and wallpaper
appropriate to a business environment.
23. Every individual should ensure that the computer on which they have
been working that day is switched off at the end of the working day
except when it is necessary for the computer to be left switched on in
order to allow remote access/working.
24. Games should not be played on any computers owned by the Panel.
When using the Internet
25. You must not use the internet for gambling.
26. You must not access or attempt to access any internet site or service, or
any material on a site, which you know or suspect to be pornographic,
illegal or likely (if disseminated) to be offensive to others. If you
accidentally access any such site or material you must not save any
material from it and must delete any accidentally saved, and must exit
the site immediately. All such incidents must be logged and reported to
the Executive Director.
27. Personal use of the internet, for example for booking holidays or
shopping, should be kept to a minimum and should not, where possible,
be in public area.
28. Be aware that web sites often keep a record of who has visited them,
what was requested and from where.
29. Be aware that your web browser, by design, keeps its own records and
copies of what sites you have visited and when.
30. You may only download files from the Internet where there is a genuine
business need to do so. To avoid importing viruses you must run a virus
check on all downloaded files prior to opening them.
31. You should be aware that the Panel could be bound by contracts that are
entered into via the Internet. You must not, unless authorised, subscribe
to any service via the Internet or commit the Panel to purchase any
product or service.
32. In order to preserve the rights of the Panel to material and information
which are its confidential property, no information should be publicised
over the Internet or made available without the prior consent of the
Executive Director.
Do
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Ensure that password and access restrictions are in place (do not
allow the software to retain the access password).

Don’t
 Leave the connection open longer than necessary.
 Download software or files of any type as they can contain
instructions to damage the software on your PC.

When using E-mail
33. Assume that e-mail messages may be read by others and so do not
include in your e-mails anything which would offend or embarrass any
such reader, or would embarrass the Panel if it found its way to the
public domain.
34. You must not use the Panel’s facilities to send, or solicit, any e-mail or
other message where the content (or any attachment) is pornographic,
sexist, racist, homophobic or in any other way discriminatory, harassing
or defamatory or which in any way breaches the Panel’s Equality,
Diversity and Inclusion Policy. You must immediately delete any e-mail
or attachment you receive or access through the Panel’s facilities that
could be inappropriate.
35. If a recipient asks you to stop sending them personal messages then
always immediately stop.
36. Never send messages from another person’s e-mail account or under a
name other than your own without the relevant account user’s express
permission or, where appropriate.
37. Never forward confidential messages by e-mail without specific authority
from the original sender.
38. Never open an e-mail attachment from an unexpected or untrustworthy
source.
39. Remember that e-mail messages are documents and so may be
disclosed in legal proceedings if relevant to the issues.
40. Never send or forward private e-mails at work which you would not want
a third party to read.
41. Do not create e-mail congestion by sending trivial messages or
unnecessarily copying e-mails to those who do not have a real need to
have them.
42. Do not advertise or forward “chain-mail” e-mails.
43. Always remember that text, music and other content on the Internet are
copyright works. Never download or e-mail such content to others unless
you are certain that the owner of such works allows this.
44. If sending important information by e-mail, always obtain confirmation of
receipt (either a reply to your e-mail or by following up with a telephone
call).
45. Never agree to terms or enter into contractual commitments or make
representations by e-mail without having obtained proper authority.
Version 1.0
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46. When you type your name at the end of an e-mail, this act is just as
much a signature as if you had signed it personally.
47. Never send strictly confidential messages via the Internet, or by other
means of external communication which are known not to be secure.
48. If requested to forward such information over the Internet, make sure that
the recipient knows that it is not totally secure and is willing to accept that
risk.
49. Take care not to be taken in by emails falsely appearing to come from
someone else associated with the Panel (particularly where the emails
appear to instruct you to, for example, pay money). If in any doubt, ask
the sender to confirm their identity, using another means of
communication or similar method.
Physical Security of Electronic Devices
50. Everyone should also take appropriate steps to ensure the physical
security of desktop computers, laptops, smartphones, tablets and USB
sticks and other removable storage devices that contain confidential
material. In particular you should not: leave devices in a car overnight; or
leave devices unattended in a public place (although there is no
objection to leaving them in a locked court-room during adjournments).
Where possible, computers should not be placed so that their screens
can be overlooked, especially in public places.
Laptops and other portable devices
51. Particular risks to confidentiality arise from the loss of Confidential
Material held on laptop computers, smartphones, PDAs, USB sticks and
other removable storage devices. A single portable device may contain
very large amounts of confidential information. The loss of information
may cause considerable embarrassment to third parties as well as being
a breach of the Data Protection Act. Everyone should take as much care
with this material as you would with your own valuables to prevent theft
or loss. Everyone should restrict the amount of confidential material
stored on portable devices to the minimum. Should a laptop or other
portable device become lost or stolen, you should notify the Executive
Director immediately so that your login password can be changed and, if
possible, the data on your remote devices can be wiped.
Electronic security and encryption
52. External email increases the risk of importing a virus, not just by
downloading of programs but embedding of those viruses within
programs such as Word and Excel. A firewall is in place to filter out
viruses from external e-mail received via the central email system.
However firewalls are not infallible, so any mail received from unknown
or unexpected sources should be treated with extreme care. If you have
any suspicion that the email you have received could contain a virus, do
not open the email. Computers used at home should be protected from
unauthorised and unrestricted access by third parties.
Version 1.0
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The Information Commissioner's Office recommends that portable and
mobile devices including magnetic media used to store and transmit
personal information, the loss of which could cause damage or distress
to individuals, should be protected using approved encryption software
which is designed to guard against the compromise of information.
Wherever practicable therefore, confidential material stored on laptop
computers and other portable devices (such as memory sticks, CDROMs, removable hard disk drives, smartphones and PDAs) should be
encrypted in a reasonably secure manner. The type of encryption that is
appropriate will depend on the circumstances.
Communication
53. E-mail is a potentially insecure method of communication. Appropriate
steps, such as encryption during transmission, should be taken if it is
considered necessary to send particularly sensitive information by email. You should never send the password required to decrypt an
attachment in the same e-mail as the attachment since this would selfevidently defeat the purpose of encryption to avoid interception.
If you arrange for e-mails to be sent to your mobile telephone,
smartphone or PDA, you should ensure that the device is suitably
password-protected with a nine character password.
Connecting to the internet via a (non PRP) wireless network presents a
particular risk of interception of communication. Particular care should be
taken when connecting via public and unencrypted access points. If you
use a wireless network system in your home you should ensure that it is
reasonably secure.
Phone Calls
54. Reasonable usage of the Panel telephone system for personal purposes
is permitted.
55. Such usage is based on mutual trust and an underlying assumption that
everyone will use telephone system fairly and reasonably.
56. Personal telephone calls should only be made when necessary and
should be kept to the minimum time required.
57. It is recommended that personal telephone calls should not be taken in
any open or communal area.
Failure to comply with this policy
58. Breach of any of the conditions will be regarded as a disciplinary offence
and serious breaches may constitute Gross Misconduct. If you fail to
comply with rules and conduct in your use of the Panel’s IT systems
disciplinary action will be taken that may lead to your dismissal and, if
appropriate, civil and/or criminal proceedings.
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ANNEX 1
Regulation of Investigatory Powers Act 2000
This Act covers the extent to which organisations can monitor or record
communications at the point at which they enter or are being sent within the
employer’s telecommunications system, and applies to public and private
communication networks. It gives the sender or recipient of a communication
the right of action for damages against the employer for the unlawful
interception of communications.
There are two areas where monitoring is not unlawful. These are:


where the employer reasonably believes that the sender and intended
recipient have consented to the interception



without consent, the employer may monitor in the following
circumstances, as set out in the Telecommunications (Lawful Business
Practice)(Interception of Communications) Regulations 2000. These
include:
- to ensure compliance with regulatory practices e.g. Financial Services
Authority requirements
- to ensure standards of service are maintained, e.g. in call centres
- to prevent or detect crime
- to protect the communications system: this includes unauthorised use
and potential viruses
- to determine the relevance of the communication to the employer's
business i.e. picking up relevant messages when someone is away from
work.

The Panel will only monitor or record communications in accordance with these
provisions. Moreover, the Panel will make all reasonable efforts to ensure that
system users know that communications may be intercepted, and any such
monitoring will also comply with the provisions of the Data Protection Act 1998
(see below), and in particular the Data Protection principles on fair processing.
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Data Protection Act 1998
The Information Commissioner - responsible for enforcement of the Data
Protection Act - has published a code of practice to help employers comply with
the provisions of the data Protection Act. The Employment
Practices Code clarifies the Act in relation to processing of individual data, and
the basis for monitoring and retention of email communications.
Part 111 of the Code covers monitoring at work. All are available from the
Commissioner at www.dataprotection.gov.uk
The code of practice Monitoring at work: an employer's guide states that any
monitoring of emails should only be undertaken where:


the advantage to the business outweighs the intrusion into the workers'
affairs



employers carry out an impact assessment of the risk they are trying to
avert



workers are told they are being monitored



information discovered through monitoring is only used for the purpose
for which the monitoring was carried out



the information discovered is kept secure



employers are careful when monitoring personal communications such
as emails which are clearly personal



employers only undertake covert monitoring in the rarest circumstances
where it is used for the prevention or detection of crime.

The Panel will comply with these principles in deciding when monitoring may be
required and in carrying out any such monitoring activity.
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PRESS RECOGNITION PANEL
TREASURY POLICY
1.

Scope
This policy applies to the investment of all funds of the Press Recognition Panel
(the Panel).
The Panel is required to maintain a minimum accessible cash reserve equal to
X months of expenditure in order to provide a cushion against the impact of
unforeseen payments. All remaining balances arising from the management of
cash flow will be invested in approved investment institutions to maximise
investment earnings. The institutions must be subject to the Financial Conduct
Authority (FCA) regulations.
The investments will be managed by the Finance Director, or another officer
appointed by the Panel to act as Investment Officer, who will strive to invest
with the judgement and care that prudent individuals would exercise in the
execution of their own affairs, to maintain the safety of principal, maintain
liquidity to meet cash flow needs and to provide competitive investment returns
for the Panel.
From time to time investments may be managed through external
professionals. These must be managed in a manner consistent with this policy.

2.

Investment Objectives
Security
The security of the principal is the foremost objective of all investments.
Investments will be managed in a manner that seeks to ensure the security of
capital.
Credit Risk
The Board will minimise:
 credit risk; and
 the risk of loss due to the failure of the financial institution
by dealing only with financial institutions, brokers/dealers, intermediaries, and
advisors who are regulated by the Financial Conduct Authority.
Interest Rate Risk
The Panel will minimise the risk of interest bearing investment redemption
penalties by planning the maturity of deposits so that they meet the cash flow

requirements for day to day operations avoiding the need to cash in prior to
maturity.
Currency Risk
The Panel will eliminate the risk of loss by investing in the United Kingdom in
sterling.
Liquidity
The liquidity of investments will be organised to meet all operating requirements
that may reasonably be anticipated. This will be accomplished by structuring
the portfolio so that deposit maturity is linked to the cash needed to meet
anticipated demands.

3.

Standards of Care
Prudence
Investments will be made with judgement and care for investment and not for
speculation, and reflect the security of capital as well as the income expected.
The Panel recognises that no investment is totally free from risk.
Any person delegated responsibility by the Panel who acts in accordance with
written procedures and this investment policy will be relieved of personal
liability for the performance of these investments.
Ethics and conflicts of Interest
Individuals involved in the investment process must avoid any activity that
might conflict with the proper execution and management of the investments, or
that could impair their ability to make impartial decisions. Employees and
investment officials must disclose any material interests in financial institutions
with which they conduct business.
Delegation of Authority
Authority to manage the investments is delegated to the Finance Director or
another officer specifically appointed by the Panel who will act in accordance
with this investment policy. No person may engage in an investment transaction
except as provided under the terms of this policy. The Finance Director will be
responsible for establishing controls to regulate the activities of other officials to
whom this function is delegated by the Board.
Checks and balances
The following guidelines have been established to enhance the integrity and
transparency of the Panel’s internal procedures for investing the Board’s funds
and for accounting for those investments.

2

Any designated officer acting as Investment Officer(s) will be authorised, under
the Scheme of Delegation for Financial Management, to transact investment
business on behalf of the Board.
All investment confirmations will be sent directly to the Finance Director (or
nominated deputy) where transaction details will be compared and verified
against internal records. The Finance Director (or equivalent) will review all
investment transactions subsequent to execution. All journal entries relating to
investments will be countersigned by the Executive Director, on the basis that
she has not been involved in conducting the transaction.

4.

Investment Transactions
Internal Controls
The Finance Director (or equivalent) is responsible for establishing and
maintaining an internal control structure that will be reviewed annually with the
Panel’s external auditors. The internal control structure will be designed to
ensure that the assets of the Board are protected from loss, theft or misuse and
to provide reasonable assurance that these objectives are met. The concept of
reasonable assurance recognises that the cost of control should not exceed the
benefits.
Eligible Investment
The following list represents the current range of investments which are
authorised for the investment of funds.
Deposits - The Board may invest funds regulated by the FCA to meet shortterm liquidity needs in instant access saving accounts and in term deposits.
The maturity of these will vary to coincide with expected cash demands.
Bonds - The Board may only invest in Bonds which are issued by the UK
government and purchased on the Stock Exchange or directly from the
Treasury. Bonds may also be purchased through authorised dealers and
banks.
Shares or other securities - The Board will not invest in either public or private
equity or other securities.
Investment Restrictions and Prohibited Transactions
The investment of the Panel’s funds will be subject to the following restrictions:
 Borrowing for investment purposes is prohibited.
 Investing in shares or other securities is prohibited.
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 Investment in any instrument, which is commonly considered a "derivative"
investment (e.g. options, futures, swaps, caps, floors, and collars), is
prohibited.

5.

Performance Review and Reporting
The Finance Director (or equivalent) will prepare an annual investment report
for Board Member with responsibility on behalf of the Board for financial
matters that will provide an analysis of current investments and transactions
over the reporting period. The report will include a listing of individual
investments held at the end of the reporting period. The report will be presented
to the full Board annually.

6.

Record Keeping and Safekeeping
The Finance Director (or equivalent) will be responsible for ensuring all
investment transactions are recorded and for securing all documents relative to
such transactions.

7.

Policy Considerations
Revision
The Finance Director (or equivalent) will review the Investment policy
periodically and recommend all necessary changes to the Board Member with
responsibility on behalf of the Board for financial matters, and for onward
approval by the full Board.
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PRESS RECOGNITION PANEL BOARD
FINANCE REPORT – MARCH 2015
Meeting: 25 March 2015

Status: for noting

Lead responsibility: David Wolfe, Chair

Contact details: Gavin Sturge,
Finance Manager, 07515 681 078

Purpose
1.

The purpose of this paper is to update the Board on the finance positon as at 28
February 2015.

2.

The Board is invited to note the latest financial position.

Background and analysis
Finance
3.

At the meetings held on 5 and 18 December 2014, the Board noted that
finance reports would be added to the agenda for each Board meeting.

4.

A bank-reconciled set of accounts as at 28 February 2015 is attached at Annex
A. A forecast to 31 March 2015 is also included. The current net surplus after
costs is £790,535. The forecast net surplus at the financial year end is
£745,573, taking into account factors such as additional IT, additional premises
costs, recruitment agency costs and additional staff costs which are likely to
come through by 31 March 2015.

5.

At the meeting held on 5 December 2014, and in accordance with section 11.9
of the Royal Charter, the Chair appointed Harry Rich to take specific
responsibility for reporting to the Board on the management of the finances of
the Panel, including ensuring adherence to Managing Public Money and other
procedures. At the meeting on 18 December 2014 the Board noted that Harry
Rich would meet Gavin Sturge on a quarterly basis to discuss the Panel’s
finances. Gavin and Harry met on 16 March 2015, to discuss the finances in
detail, and a verbal report will be provided by Harry Rich at the meeting.

6.

For reference, the Board is asked to note that the interest rate on the current
account is 0.15% but would be higher if the Panel accepts the £2m balance
which the Ministry of Justice has indicated might be transferred to the Panel in
April 2015 (probably 0.25%).
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7.

The Board is invited to note the latest position regarding the Panel’s finances.

8.

The draft budget for the financial year 2015/16 will be presented to the Board’s
21 April meeting alongside a draft business plan.

Devolved Nations
9.

There are no specific implications/differences in relation to the areas of work
covered in this paper and the devolved nations.

Communications
10. There are no specific communications implications to draw out.
Risks
11. A robust and defensible position in relation to the Panel’s finances is required in
order to avoid reputational damage.
Recommendations
12. The Board is invited to note the latest financial position.
Timeline for future work
13. Further updates on the Panel’s financial position will continue to be provided at
the monthly meetings of the Board.
Attachments
Annex A – Panel Income and Expenditure as at 28 February 2015
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Press Recognition Panel
Year ended 31 March 2015
Income & Expenditure

Income
MOJ
Other
Bank Interest

Note:

Period to
28-Feb-15

Forecast
to 31 Mar 15

£

£

900,000
0
352
900,352

900,000
0
452
0
900,452

Less: Panel Costs
Panel Salaries & NIC
Panel Travel & Subsistance
Panel Room Hire
Panel Other
Total Panel Costs

30,667
0
10,799
5,670
47,136

36,609
0
12,179
6,170
54,958

Less: Overheads
Salaries & NIC
NIC
Virtual Office
Serviced Office
Travel & Subsistance
Information Technology
Governance
Media
Finance
Communications
Printing Postage Stationary
Insurance
Other
Finance Charges
Total Overheads

13,293
0
864
5,542
334
7,725
18,644
6,111
8,286
138
523
1,033
70
118
62,680

27,683
1,986
959
8,842
634
18,834
22,644
7,311
8,386
238
623
1,533
120
128
99,921

790,535

745,573

8,516
800,213
0
3,000
0

(39,446)
800,213
0
6,000
0

0
0
7,733
13,461

0
0
7,733
13,461

Net Assets

790,535

745,573

Funds
Reserves Bfwd
Net Surplus after Costs
Total Funds

0
790,535
790,535

0
745,573
745,573

Surplus after all Costs
Press Recognition Panel
Balance Sheet
Assets
Current Account
Deposit Account
Petty Cash
Third Part Deposit
Prepayments
Less: Liabilities
Creditors
Credit Card
PAYE & NIC
Accruals

PRESS RECOGNITION PANEL BOARD
DRAFT FORWARD PLAN OF BOARD POLICIES
NB allocation of items is indicative only – items may be moved if urgent or unexpected issues arise which require decision
Items for consideration at every business meeting:



Draft minutes, actions and matters arising
Finance Report

Meeting Date (2015)
Wednesday 25 March
(EGJ apologies)

Strategy session (generally 10.00 -13.00)
Policy on risk management and risk register

Tuesday 21 April
(EGJ apologies)

Outline framework for recognition, for initial
comment by the Board

Tuesday 26 May
(HC arriving after 11.30)

Final draft framework for recognition, for
consultation – for approval by the Board
Arrangements for reviewing Board performance
Arrangements for the appraisal of Board Members

Tuesday 30 June
(TS apologies

Business meeting (generally 14.00 – 17.00)
Treasury policy
Senior Independent Director
IT policy
Restrictions during election period
Draft budget 2015/16
Draft strategic/business plan 2015-17
Approach to reporting performance
Summary of responses to consultation on second
phase of Governance Framework, for final
approval
Internal and external audit arrangements
Audit and Risk Committee terms of reference
Business continuity
Draft Equality Scheme and Action Plan
Draft Scheme of delegation
Nominations Committee terms of reference
Remuneration Committee terms of reference

Thursday 23 July
(HR leaving at 12.00)
Tuesday 22 September

Consideration of responses in relation to the
consultation on the framework of recognition

Tuesday 20 October
Wednesday 18 November
(HC apologies)

Thursday 17 December

Updated 15 March 2015

Review of banking arrangements

Records management, including retention and
disposal policies
Health and safety
Proposed dates for meetings in 2016
Corporate social responsibility
Environment / sustainability
Annual report and accounts 2014/15
Report on the success/failure of the recognition
system
Board Members remuneration
Arrangements for succession planning for the
Board (Board Member recruitment)
Annual Governance Framework review

