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Status: for noting

Lead responsibility: Susie Uppal,
Chief Executive

Contact details: 020 3443 7072

Purpose
1.

The purpose of this paper is to provide an update to the Board on Executive
activity since the October CEO report.

2.

The Board is invited to note the contents of the Chief Executive’s report.

Executive summary
3.

The Board is being updated in respect of organisational and financial matters.

Delivery updates
IMPRESS
(1) IMPRESS’ Annual Report and Accounts 2016/17
4.

Criterion 21 of the recognition criteria states that an approved regulator should
submit an annual report to the PRP and specifies what information should be
provided in that report. The IMPRESS annual report covers the period 1 April
2016-31 March 2017. This includes the period 25 October 2016 – 31 March
2017 when IMPRESS operated as an approved regulator. Our assessment is
that the information supplied in the IMPRESS annual report meets the
requirements of recognition criterion 21. Given the interconnected nature of the
Charter criteria we have also examined other relevant criteria to see whether
there was any potential breach. We have concluded that there is none. In that
light and in accordance with our guidance, the Executive is not inviting the
Board to consider whether an ad hoc review is required.
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(2) New IMPRESS Board appointments
5.

Following the complaint about inappropriate media activity by some members of
the IMPRESS Board, IMPRESS has taken remedial action by removing two
Board members from regulatory sub-committees and appointing two new Board
members to replace them.

6.

We have assessed the appointments process and IMPRESS has met the
requirements for the appointment process for Board members as set out in
criteria 1,4 and 5. We also consider that the two new Board members meet the
requirements in criterion 5. Both new Board members appear to have significant
experience of the industry and to be independent of the press (they are not
currently employed by publishers) thus maintaining IMPRESS compliance with
criteria 5 (b) and (c). The IMPRESS Board has also appointed a new member
of their Code Committee. In that light and in accordance with our guidance, the
Executive is not inviting the Board to consider whether an ad hoc review is
required.

Whistleblowing hotline
7.

The Whistleblowing hotline contract has been in place since 7 December 2016
and expires on 6 December 2017. No calls have been received in that period.
All feedback has been received by phone, email or by letter. With this in mind,
the Executive has reviewed the contract and, after consultation with the Chair,
considers that it would be more cost effective to utilise our general number
which is open to all callers, rather than to continue to maintain a dedicated
whistleblowing line. The whistleblowing hotline will remain in place until 6
December 2017. Our current guidance will be updated and IMPRESS has been
advised to update their staff and subscribers accordingly.

Judicial Review Judgment
8.

The judgment for the Judicial Review was given on 12 October 2017 and
categorically rejected the NMA’s arguments. The PRP was awarded its costs
and the NMA was refused permission to appeal the decision. On the 1
November 2017 the NMA made an application to the Court of Appeal seeking
permission to appeal the decision. On the 13 November 2017 we filed our
response to the proposed appeal with the Court of Appeal.

Stakeholder Engagement
9.

On 27 October 2017, the Chair wrote to peers regarding a section of the Data
Protection Bill related to press regulation, having noted that the Bill was
progressing through the House of Lords. The Bill listed exemptions to the
protection of personal data for special purposes that include journalism. It stated
the codes of practice and guidelines that the courts and the Information
Commissioner must have regard to in determining whether it is reasonable to
believe that publication would be in the public interest and would therefore be
entitled to exemptions. Standards Codes adopted by approved regulators were
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not on the list. The Bill omitted the independent system that Parliament agreed
would oversee press regulation in the UK.
10. It is the PRP’s independent view that ‘Any standards code adopted by an
approved regulator, as defined by the Crime and Courts Act 2013’ should be
added to the list of exemptions to the protection of personal data for special
purposes that include journalism, within the draft Bill. A copy of the information
sent to the peers is attached at Annex A and is also available on the PRP’s
website.
11. On 6 November 2017, the Chair wrote to Karen Bradley, Secretary of State for
Digital, Culture, Media and Sport. This followed the Secretary of State’s
appearance in front of the Digital, Culture, Media and Sport Committee on 11
October 2017, and was in accordance with the PRP’s policy of contacting
stakeholders who comment on the Charter and its operation, with the aim of
ensuring full and proper public understanding of those things. A copy of the
letter is attached at Annex B.
12. On 6 November 2017, the Chair wrote to both the NMA and the PPA, following
correspondence from them that raised concerns about IMPRESS. Copies of the
Chair’s letters are attached at Annex C.
13. The Chair and I met with Lord Lipsey on 13 November 2017 to discuss matters
related to press regulation and the PRP’s work. The Chair and I were
subsequently invited to meet with Lord Lipsey and other peers who have an
interest in press regulation on 29 November 2017. A copy of the notes of our
meetings will be published on our website once they are finalised.
14. The Chair wrote to Lord Skidelsky, Lord Stevenson, Lord Clement Jones, Lord
Kennedy and Lord McNally regarding the Data Protection Bill and the
recognition system having noted their interest in the Bill and the role of the
recognition system. Copies of the Chair’s letters are attached at Annex D.
15. The Chair and I were invited to meet with Lord McNally on 22 November 2017.
A copy of the note of the meeting will be published on our website once it is
finalised.
16. The Chair wrote to Snapchat on 13 September 2017 and a meeting is to be
arranged in the New Year.
Media relations
17. On 2 November 2017, the Times published a news article with misinformation
related to the PRP and the role of the Data Protection Bill, which was
progressing through the House of Lords, in relation to press regulation. I wrote
to the Times to clarify a number of matters. A copy of the letter is attached at
Annex E.
18. We were contacted by the Daily Mail and Press Gazette regarding a letter from
the NMA to the Cabinet Office. The letter asked the Cabinet Office to
investigate the fact that the PRP had provided information to the Peers about
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the Data Protection Bill which was progressing through the House of Lords. A
copy of the letter is attached at Annex F. In response, we issued a statement:
The PRP was established by a Royal Charter and is entirely independent.
Part of the PRP’s role is ensuring stakeholders are informed about the new
system of press regulation that was agreed by Parliament following the
Leveson Inquiry. We operate transparently and publish our correspondence
and briefings on our website.
Our briefing to peers explains that omitting the post-Leveson system of
regulation from the Data Protection Bill would undermine Parliament’s
original intentions, and mean that ordinary people continue to be denied
access to justice when they are wronged by the press.
We continue to act in accordance with our governing Charter. This secures
our independence from Government and other political interference.
19. We also advised the publications that on 14 February 2017, the PRP’s role was
explained in Parliament. Lord Keen, Ministry of Justice Spokesperson in the
Lords, stated: “The Press Recognition Panel is not prohibited from publishing
information regarding the press self-regulatory framework delivered by the
Royal Charter.” Lord Keen’s full statement is available on Hansard:
http://www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answersstatements/written-question/Lords/2017-02-01/HL5168
20. We also explained that the briefing to the House of Lords is available on the
PRP’s website.
Report in the recognition system
21.

Our second annual report on the recognition system was published on 29
November 2017. As required by our Royal Charter, the report was sent to
Parliament and to the Scottish Parliament. We also sent copies of the report to
Welsh Assembly and Northern Ireland Assembly. The report, along with
responses received to the public call for information that helped inform the
report, is on our website.

Research update
22.

Annex G includes an update on key external matters relevant to our work.

Finance Update
23. A bank-reconciled set of management accounts as at 31 October 2017 is
attached at Annex H.
24. The October management accounts are the first that include subscription fees
from IMPRESS.
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25. The deficit for the period ended 31 October 2017 is £286,558 against the
October 2017 forecast of £293,514. This represents a positive variance of
£7,170 on forecast to the year to date and a positive variance of £101,487 on
the original budget for the year to date. Details and an explanation of why key
variances have arisen are detailed against the relevant lines.
26. The Board is invited to note the latest position regarding the PRP’s finances.
Nominations committee independent member – retirement
27. I was informed by Mike Stevens on 2 November 2017 that he would be retiring
from work from 30 November 2017 so would no longer be able to work as the
PRP’s independent member. The Chair has asked the Executive to commence
the process for his replacement.
Implications
28. The implications of decisions taken by the Board as set out in this paper are as
follows:
•

Budget –There are no specific implications in addition to the issues
referenced.

•

Legislation – The Data Protection Bill as mentioned in this paper.

•

Resources – any resourcing considerations are referenced and there are
no specific implications other than these.

•

Equality, Diversity and Inclusion – no specific implications.

Devolved nations
29. There are no implications/differences in relation to the areas of work covered in
this paper and the devolved nations.
Communications
30. There are no other issues to report which have communications implications, so
far as I am aware.
Risks
31. There are a range of risks involved in the areas of work covered in this Paper.
Recommendations
32. The Board is asked to note the contents of the Chief Executive’s report.
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Attachments
Annex A – Information sent to Peers
Annex B – Letter to Secretary of State
Annex C – Letters to NMA and PPA
Annex D – Combined letters to Lords
Annex E – Letter to the Times
Annex F – Letter from the NMA to the Cabinet Office
Annex G - external matters update
Annex H – Management Accounts as at 31 October 2017
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Annex A to PRP46(17)

Briefing by the Press Recognition Panel - October 2017
Data Protection Bill
Background to the Press Recognition Panel
The Leveson Inquiry (2011-12) examined press behaviour following the public outcry over illegal phonehacking and after it emerged that there had been many victims of press intrusion.
A key recommendation of the report was the creation of a ‘genuinely independent and effective system of
self-regulation’. The new system was debated in Parliament and it received cross-party agreement. It
involved creating the Press Recognition Panel (PRP) by Royal Charter in October 2013, as an independent
body to oversee press regulators.
The Charter lists 29 criteria for regulators which, if met, ensure they are independent, properly funded and able
to protect the public. Some of the criteria relate to the Standards Code adopted by the regulator. The PRP’s
role is to assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
In October 2016, the PRP recognised IMPRESS as an approved regulator, after it applied to the PRP and
was rigorously assessed against the Charter criteria. In October 2017, a Judicial Review confirmed that this
decision was made independently, transparently and lawfully, and that the PRP had interpreted and applied
the Charter correctly.
Concern about the exemptions in the Data Protection Bill
The draft Bill lists exemptions to the protection of personal data for special purposes that include journalism .
Part 5, paragraph 24 states the codes of practice and guidelines the controller must have regard to in
determining whether it is reasonable to believe that publication would be in the public interest and would
therefore be entitled to exemptions. The codes of practice and guidelines currently included in the Bill are—
(a) BBC Editorial Guidelines;
(b) Ofcom Broadcasting Code;
(c) IPSO Editors’ Code of Practice
It is the PRP’s contention that ‘Any standards code adopted by an approved regulator, as defined by the
Crime and Courts Act 2013’ should be added to the list. This wording should be used, rather than name a
specific approved regulator. This is to cover a situation in which other regulators are recognised by the PRP or
in which IMPRESS ceases to be recognised.
The omission undermines the will of Parliament, and means that the very system agreed by Parliament to
oversee press regulation is disregarded.
Approved regulators have been assessed by the independent PRP as having standards codes that are
compliant with the Charter and that protect the freedom of the press and the public interest.
Other information
The new system of press regulation that was agreed by Parliament is designed to include the full range of print
and online publishers, as defined by Section 41 of the Crime and Courts Act (‘Relevant Publishers’).
The basis on which Parliament would choose to include the IPSO Editors’ Code of Practice as a separate
category on this list above is unclear to the PRP. Moreover, it is the PRP’s understanding that the Regulatory
Funding Company, not IPSO, owns the copyright in the Editors’ Code of Practice.
Contact details
Please contact us if you would like more information: office@pressrecognitionpanel.org.uk.
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The Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Rt Hon Karen Bradley MP
Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport
By email only
6 November 2017
Dear Secretary of State,
I am writing following your appearance in front of the Digital, Culture, Media and
Sport Committee on 11 October 2017 in accordance with the PRP’s policy of
contacting stakeholders who comment on the Charter and its operation, with the aim
of ensuring full and proper public understanding of those things.
During your appearance, you stated:
When the Leveson Inquiry reported we simply did not see the same volume of online
news sources, which are not regulated by either Ofcom or the Press Recognition
Panel or anybody else. So the reason for the consultation was to say; given the
situation today are we doing the right thing to continue with a process that was set
out six years ago? Do we need to do something different because ultimately what we
want to get to is the end where people do not have—
That includes local newspapers that are struggling enough. That includes many
online organisations that simply were not considered when that vote happened in
2013. So I have to look at the situation today and look at how we best make—
As you are aware, while the number of online news sources has increased, the
nature of what is involved has not changed beyond what was already anticipated.
The Leveson Inquiry and the new system of regulation did cover the full range of
relevant publishers. The Leveson Inquiry heard evidence from large and small
publishers, operating online and in print. The Charter is as relevant today as it was at
the time of the Inquiry and it applies to all relevant publishers, online and in print.
You also stated:
[T]he vast majority of newsprint press will never—have refused to sign up to a
regulator that will seek recognition on the Press Recognition Panel because they
believe that that is Government intrusion in the press. They may be right. They may
be wrong. But that is the situation that we face ourselves with and I want to make
sure that given that situation we take the appropriate steps to make sure that
unacceptable press intrusion does not happen.
The new system of regulation was intended to balance the freedom of the press and

the public interest. In acknowledging the viewpoint of the traditional press, it is
important the position of the public is not forgotten. If commenced, section 40 would
put in place public protections in cases where publishers fail to sign up to the new
system.
In relation to Government intrusion in the press, as you are aware, politicians are not
involved in any way at all in the running of the PRP or in the decisions that we make,
nor able to influence the way we discharge our obligations. Our Royal Charter
completely separates the Government, parliament, and politicians from press
regulation.
During your attendance, you stated:
[L]ocal press were very concerned and I received a number of representations about
whether they were financially viable and whether they would be able to do sufficient
investigative journalism that they are known for and have pride of. We all know that
63% of the public believe their local press, I believe it is, as opposed to about 20%
for the national press. I want to see vibrant local press succeeding and they are
concerned that full implementation of section 40 will stop them doing that.
The PRP has also heard expressions of concern about the potential impact of
section 40 and arbitration schemes on local and regional publishers. These concerns
have been expressed most clearly by national news publishers who own local
papers.
As you are aware, the new system of regulation includes specific protection for local
and regional publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship including in that the
PRP has a specific power to dis-apply the arbitration requirements for local and
regional publishers if such problems were to arise. Additionally, as with the courts,
there is a filter system for arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case
before they could take a claim forward through arbitration.
I hope you find this useful in clarifying some areas of possible misunderstanding.

Yours sincerely,

Dr David Wolfe
Chair of the Press Recognition Panel
dwolfe@pressrecognitionpanel.org.uk

cc. Damian Collins MP, Chair of the Digital, Culture, Media and Sport Committee
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Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF

Mr David Newell
Chief Executive
News Media Association
292 Vauxhall Bridge
London SW1V 1AE
By email

6 November 2017

Dear David,
Re: IMPRESS media activity
I refer to your recent correspondence with our Chief Executive, Susie Uppal
regarding this matter. As she mentioned, the matter was further reviewed by the
PRP Board on 24 October 2017 and I wanted to let you know the outcome of the
PRP’s assessment.
By way of background, as you are aware, in December 2016 and January 2017, the
News Media Association and the Professional Publishers Association made
allegations that members of the IMPRESS Board, Code Committee and CEO had
published highly partisan, negative and extreme views of certain publishers and
sections of the UK press. This it was said “raised concerns regarding the suitability of
senior figures within IMPRESS to be involved in the regulation of the press, having
regard to the requirements of independence and impartiality that are embodied in the
Charter”.
The PRP Executive sought a response from IMPRESS to the complaint and carried
out its own investigation in accordance with the PRP’s published guidance on
cyclical and ad hoc reviews to determine whether there was a risk that any of the
recognition criteria had been breached.

The matter came before the PRP Board in March, July and August 2017 (published
Minutes are available on the website). At its March 2017 meeting, the PRP Board
noted that the issues raised a risk of non-compliance by IMPRESS with criterion 23
of the Royal Charter, in that some of the statements complained of could give rise to
a perception that membership of IMPRESS was not open to all publishers on fair,
reasonable and non–discriminatory terms. IMPRESS was made aware of those
views.
Given that any decision to undertake an ad hoc review rests with the Board, at its
July meeting the Board considered the Executive’s further assessment and noted
that, whilst it had initially appeared that there was a risk of non-compliance of
criterion 23, the risk was now potentially reduced (and anyway any such noncompliance was not likely to be ‘serious’, as defined in the PRPs guidance) given the
actions that had been taken so far (and as contemplated) by IMPRESS most
particularly in its undertaking an internal investigation with a view to acting to remedy
the position.
The Board considered it appropriate to wait to take a final view when IMPRESS had
completed the implementation of the actions it decided upon. The Board also noted
that given that there is no current likelihood of any of the affected publishers applying
for IMPRESS’ membership, there would probably in any event be no public interest
in carrying out an ad hoc review at this time.
The PRP Executive therefore delayed their final assessment until the
recommendations had been substantively progressed and it was clearer as to what
IMPRESS themselves would be publishing.
The PRP Board noted that IMPRESS published its internal review panel report on
the allegations on 26 September 2017 and that the IMPRESS Board has fully
adopted the recommendations made by that report which have now been largely
implemented. The action taken by IMPRESS includes:
• The introduction of a draft new Code of conduct for IMPRESS staff, Board and
Committee members
• The publication of a new register of interests for Board members, the Chief
Executive and Chief Operating Officer to include any significant publications,
previous paid and unpaid roles and any support for pressure groups which seek to
influence others on any issue related to the news publishing industry and IMPRESS’
work.
• Amending IMPRESS articles of association to include a requirement that a Board
member’s term of office will be brought to end if he/or she can no longer act fairly
and impartially.
• An IMPRESS Board resolution on 12 September 2017 creating two separate subcommittees’ A and B of IMPRESS Board. Regulatory sub-committee B which will
deal with relevant publishers which fall into IMPRESS tariff band 7 (turnover of £20
million or more) and any complaints brought by those publishers, their editors or
senior executives or journalists. Sub-committee A which will deal with regulatory

matters in relation to all other actual and prospective members save where there is a
complaint or an investigation that concerns an article that was originally published
by, or is otherwise sourced from, a publisher that is or would be regulated by Sub
Committee B were it a member of IMPRESS.
• Confirmation that Martin Hickman, Maire Messenger Davies and Emma Jones will
not serve on sub-committee B and that Jonathan Heawood will not administer it.
• Advertising for two new Board members.
The PRP Board also noted that as far as it was aware no complaint had been made
by any actual or currently likely prospective members of IMPRESS.
In the circumstances the PRP Board agreed with the assessment of the PRP
Executive that although there had been a risk of non-compliance of criterion 23, the
risk was now reduced (and anyway any such non-compliance was not likely to have
been ‘serious’, as defined in the PRPs guidance) given the actions that had been
taken by IMPRESS (most particularly in the adoption of the recommendations of its
internal investigation) to remedy the position and given that the affected publishers
are anyway not currently likely to seek membership of IMPRESS.
Should the position of any those publishers position change then the PRP would
review the situation to see if any action was required.
Given the factors above, there would no significant public interest in a formal ad hoc
review as contemplated by the Charter being undertaken now. The impact of the
measures adopted by IMPRESS and IMPRESS’ recognition generally will in any
case be reviewed on a cyclical basis in accordance with the PRP’s published
guidance.

Yours sincerely

Dr David Wolfe
Chair of the Press Recognition Panel
dwolfe@pressrecognitionpanel.org.uk

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF

Owen Meredith
Head of Public Affairs
PPA
35-38 New Bridge Street
London EC4V 6BW
By email
6 November 2017

Dear Owen,
Re: IMPRESS media activity
I refer to your recent correspondence with our Chief Executive, Susie Uppal
regarding this matter.
By way of background, as you are aware, in December 2016 and January 2017, the
News Media Association and the Professional Publishers Association made
allegations that members of the IMPRESS Board, Code Committee and CEO had
published highly partisan, negative and extreme views of certain publishers and
sections of the UK press. This it was said “raised concerns regarding the suitability of
senior figures within IMPRESS to be involved in the regulation of the press, having
regard to the requirements of independence and impartiality that are embodied in the
Charter”.
The PRP Executive sought a response from IMPRESS to the complaint and carried
out its own investigation in accordance with the PRP’s published guidance on
cyclical and ad hoc reviews to determine whether there was a risk that any of the
recognition criteria had been breached.
The matter came before the PRP Board in March, July and August 2017 (published
Minutes are available on the website). At its March 2017 meeting, the PRP Board
noted that the issues raised a risk of non-compliance by IMPRESS with criterion 23
of the Royal Charter, in that some of the statements complained of could give rise to
a perception that membership of IMPRESS was not open to all publishers on fair,

reasonable and non–discriminatory terms. IMPRESS was made aware of those
views.
Given that any decision to undertake an ad hoc review rests with the Board, at its
July meeting the Board considered the Executive’s further assessment and noted
that, whilst it had initially appeared that there was a risk of non-compliance of
criterion 23, the risk was now potentially reduced (and anyway any such noncompliance was not likely to be ‘serious’, as defined in the PRPs guidance) given the
actions that had been taken so far (and as contemplated) by IMPRESS most
particularly in its undertaking an internal investigation with a view to acting to remedy
the position.
The Board considered it appropriate to wait to take a final view when IMPRESS had
completed the implementation of the actions it decided upon. The Board also noted
that given that there is no current likelihood of any of the affected publishers applying
for IMPRESS’ membership, there would probably in any event be no public interest
in carrying out an ad hoc review at this time.
The PRP Executive therefore delayed their final assessment until the
recommendations had been substantively progressed and it was clearer as to what
IMPRESS themselves would be publishing.
The PRP Board noted that IMPRESS published its internal review panel report on
the allegations on 26 September 2017 and that the IMPRESS Board has fully
adopted the recommendations made by that report which have now been largely
implemented. The action taken by IMPRESS includes:
• The introduction of a draft new Code of conduct for IMPRESS staff, Board and
Committee members.
• The publication of a new register of interests for Board members, the Chief
Executive and Chief Operating Officer to include any significant publications,
previous paid and unpaid roles and any support for pressure groups which seek to
influence others on any issue related to the news publishing industry and IMPRESS’
work.
• Amending IMPRESS articles of association to include a requirement that a Board
member’s term of office will be brought to end if he/or she can no longer act fairly
and impartially.
• An IMPRESS Board resolution on 12 September 2017 creating two separate subcommittees’ A and B of IMPRESS Board. Regulatory sub-committee B which will
deal with relevant publishers which fall into IMPRESS tariff band 7 (turnover of £20
million or more) and any complaints brought by those publishers, their editors or
senior executives or journalists. Sub-committee A which will deal with regulatory
matters in relation to all other actual and prospective members save where there is a
complaint or an investigation that concerns an article that was originally published
by, or is otherwise sourced from, a publisher that is or would be regulated by Sub
Committee B were it a member of IMPRESS.

• Confirmation that Martin Hickman, Maire Messenger Davies and Emma Jones will
not serve on sub-committee B and that Jonathan Heawood will not administer it.
• Advertising for two new Board members.
The PRP Board also noted that as far as it was aware no complaint had been made
by any actual or currently likely prospective members of IMPRESS.
In the circumstances the PRP Board agreed with the assessment of the PRP
Executive that although there had been a risk of non-compliance of criterion 23, the
risk was now reduced (and anyway any such non-compliance was not likely to have
been ‘serious’, as defined in the PRPs guidance) given the actions that had been
taken by IMPRESS (most particularly in the adoption of the recommendations of its
internal investigation) to remedy the position and given that the affected publishers
are anyway not currently likely to seek membership of IMPRESS.
Should the position of any those publishers position change then the PRP would
review the situation to see if any action was required.
Given the factors above, there would no significant public interest in a formal ad hoc
review as contemplated by the Charter being undertaken now. The impact of the
measures adopted by IMPRESS and IMPRESS’ recognition generally will in any
case be reviewed on a cyclical basis in accordance with the PRP’s published
guidance.

Yours sincerely

Dr David Wolfe
Chair of the Press Recognition Panel
dwolfe@pressrecognitionpanel.org.uk
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Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
By email
6 November 2017

Dear Lord Clement-Jones,
I am writing having noted your proposed amendment to the Data Protection Bill,
number 88. It is unclear to the PRP why IPSO Editors’ Code of Practice is listed as a
separate category on the list of exceptions.
It is the PRP’s view that ‘Any standards code adopted by an approved regulator, as
defined by the Crime and Courts Act 2013’ should be added to the list. Excluding the
recognition system from the Bill would undermine the system that was devised by
Parliament to oversee press regulation.
It is disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent the recognition
system from working, and it is frustrating that section 40 of the Crime and Courts Act
has not been commenced.
I would be happy to meet to discuss further if you consider that it would be useful.

Yours sincerely,

David Wolfe QC
Chair of the Press Recognition Panel
dwolfe@pressrecognitionpanel.org.uk

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
By email
6 November 2017
Dear Lord McNally,
I am writing having noted your proposed amendment to the Data Protection Bill,
number 88. It is unclear to the PRP why IPSO Editors’ Code of Practice is listed as a
separate category on the list of exceptions.
It is the PRP’s view that ‘Any standards code adopted by an approved regulator, as
defined by the Crime and Courts Act 2013’ should be added to the list. Excluding the
recognition system from the Bill would undermine the system that was devised by
Parliament to oversee press regulation.
It is disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent the recognition
system from working, and it is frustrating that section 40 of the Crime and Courts Act
has not been commenced.
I would be happy to meet to discuss further if you consider that it would be useful.

Yours sincerely,

David Wolfe QC
Chair of the Press Recognition Panel
dwolfe@pressrecognitionpanel.org.uk

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
By email
6 November 2017

Dear Lord Skidelsky,
I am writing to thank you for putting forward amendment 89A to the Data Protection
Bill. Excluding the recognition system from the Bill would undermine the system that
was devised by Parliament to oversee press regulation, so I hope the amendment
receives majority support.
It is disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent the recognition
system from working, and it is frustrating that section 40 of the Crime and Courts Act
has not been commenced.
I would be happy to meet to discuss further if you consider that it would be useful.

Yours sincerely,

David Wolfe QC
Chair of the Press Recognition Panel
dwolfe@pressrecognitionpanel.org.uk

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
By email
6 November 2017

Dear Lord Stevenson,
I am writing having noted your interest in the Data Protection Bill and matters related
to press regulation.
It is disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent the recognition
system from working, and it is frustrating that section 40 of the Crime and Courts Act
has not been commenced.
I would be happy to meet to discuss further if you consider that it would be useful.

Yours sincerely,

David Wolfe QC
Chair of the Press Recognition Panel
dwolfe@pressrecognitionpanel.org.uk

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
By email
13 November 2017

Dear Lord Kennedy,
I am writing having noted your interest in the Data Protection Bill and matters related
to press regulation.
I am not sure if you received the briefing that we provided to the Lords last month
with information on the Press Recognition Panel’s concerns about the exemptions in
the Data Protection Bill. I have attached a copy for ease of reference.
It is disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent the recognition
system from working, and it is frustrating that section 40 of the Crime and Courts Act
has not been commenced.
I would be happy to meet to discuss further if you consider that it would be useful.

Yours sincerely,

David Wolfe QC
Chair of the Press Recognition Panel
dwolfe@pressrecognitionpanel.org.uk

Annex E to PRP46(17)
Subject: Le#er to the Editor
Date: Monday, 6 November 2017 at 11:32:28 Greenwich Mean Time
Dear Sir,
The arGcle Lib Dem peers ‘hijack’ Data Protec5on Bill to push for press watchdog (2 November 2017)
wrongly states that IMPRESS is Britain’s only ‘state-approved’ press regulator. IMPRESS has been approved
by the Press RecogniGon Panel (PRP), the independent body set up following the Leveson Inquiry to
oversee press regulaGon. The PRP is independent of the Government, poliGcians, and the press.
The arGcle incorrectly states that the Data ProtecGon Bill would ‘push publishers’ to join IMPRESS. The
new system of regulaGon is enGrely voluntary. Publishers who wish to sign up to it can choose to form
their own regulator, and then apply to the PRP to be recognised as being independent, properly funded,
and able to protect the public.
The new system of press regulaGon received all-party support when it was devised, and it was designed
to protect the public as well as promote a free press. OmiZng the recogniGon system from the Data
ProtecGon Bill would undermine the will of Parliament, and mean that ordinary people conGnue to be
denied access to jusGce when they are wronged by the press.
Yours sincerely,
Susie Uppal
Chief ExecuGve
Press RecogniGon Panel
Mappin House, 4 Winsley Street, London W1W 8HF
07884 498799
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Annex F to PRP46(17)

Mr Chris Skidmore MP
Parliamentary Secretary (Minister for the Constitution)
Cabinet Office
70 Whitehall
London
SW1A 2A
Friday 17 November 2017
Dear Mr Skidmore,
We are writing to draw your attention to the lobbying activities of the Press Recognition
Panel (PRP) and to invite you to consider whether there has been any breach of the
principles that govern attempts to influence Parliament by public bodies.
On 28th October 2017, the Chief Executive of the PRP wrote to all members of the House of
Lords in a bid to procure changes to the Data Protection Bill as it entered the Committee
stage.1 The change the PRP seeks concerns the exemption to personal data protection for
data used for journalistic purposes. This exemption permits journalists to carry out
important investigations, such as the Paradise Papers, without having to obtain the consent
of those investigated to the use of their data.
The PRP urges peers to alter Schedule 2 Part 5 clause 24 (5) of the Bill which sets out the
journalistic codes of practice that data controllers must have regard to when considering
whether a publication should qualify for the exemption. In its briefing to peers, the PRP
urges them to add to that list the codes of conduct of regulators the PRP has approved. The
PRP also appears to warn peers against permitting the inclusion in the list of the IPSO
Editors’ Code – the Code followed by the vast majority of the press - claiming that “the basis
on which Parliament would choose to include the IPSO Editors’ Code of Practice as a
separate category on this list above is unclear to the PRP.”
It is the second foray into parliamentary lobbying by the organisation in recent months. It
used its annual report to Parliament published in October 2016 to lobby MPs to enact
legislation that would have the effect of compelling news publishers to a PRP-recognised
regulator or face crippling legal costs in libel and privacy claims even if they win.2 Because of
the industry’s rejection of the state sponsored Royal Charter system, the PRP has only
attracted applications for recognition from one regulator of minor hyperlocal and
hyperpartisan publications, IMPRESS. The system’s survival requires MPs and peers
Briefing by the Press Recognition Panel – October 2017 http://pressrecognitionpanel.org.uk/wpcontent/uploads/2017/10/Lords-briefing.pdf
2 Press Recognition Panel, Annual Report on the Recognition System 2016: http://pressrecognitionpanel.org.uk/wpcontent/uploads/2016/10/PRP-Annual-Recognition-Report-2016-Exec-Summary.pdf
1
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essentially to compel IPSO one way or another to join it. IPSO and its members have no
intention of IPSO seeking PRP approval.
Under the Royal Charter, the PRP is funded by an initial Treasury grant for three years. 3
Thereafter, other than in exceptional circumstances, the PRP’s income is restricted to
regulators’ application and cyclical fees. On 3 November, the first fee for cyclical review of
£220,000 became due from IMPRESS as the only regulator recognised.
The PRP was therefore entirely funded by public money at the time it made its lobbying
interventions. It is to all intents and purposes a public body and Article 4.3. of the Charter
states that “the functions of the Recognition Panel shall be public functions.” Indeed, it has
undertaken to be governed by the principles that underpin public bodies, such as Managing
Public Money and the transparency conventions of the Freedom of Information Act. Given
that, we inquire whether it ought also to consider itself bound by the Cabinet Office
guidelines that govern communications and lobbying by public bodies, and should refrain
from spending taxpayers’ funds on activities that go well beyond the limited purposes for
which they were agreed, namely, covering the PRP’s operational costs for the first three
years of its existence.
Cabinet Office guidelines state that the communications of public bodies must be relevant
to their responsibilities; objective and explanatory;4 and that public bodies do not and are
not perceived to engage in political lobbying.5
The PRP’s latest intervention strays significantly from its core functions. Article 4.1 of the
Charter lists these as a) determining applications for recognition from Regulators;
b) reviewing whether a Regulator which has been granted recognition shall continue to be
recognised; c) withdrawing recognition from a Regulator where the Recognition Panel is
satisfied that the Regulator ceases to be entitled to recognition; and d) reporting on any
success or failure of the recognition system.
As an attempt to change legislation – the October 2017 briefing is clearly political lobbying.
It cannot be regarded relevant to its responsibilities in respect of its comment on the IPSO
code of practice, since the PRP has no role in the regulatory regime for data protection,
which is the remit of another organisation altogether, the Information Commissioner’s
Office. It is equally difficult to consider the PRP’s letter and briefing as objective and
explanatory given that it fails to mention to peers that section 40 of the Crime and Courts
Act – intended to force newspaper publishers to join the Royal Charter-based regulatory
system - is under review by the Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport, with one
option being its outright repeal. It also fails to mention that the 2017 general election

3

From November 2017, the PRP will receive £220,000 – the maximum permissible fee – from IMPRESS. Its
projected expenditure for the year to March 2018 is £554,368. Its spending for the year to end-March 2017
was £711,321.
4
"Rules on lobbying for non-departmental public bodies", Cabinet Office, 2011
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/62130/ndpbs-lobbying.pdf
5
Triennial Reviews: Supplementary Guidance on Reviews of Non-Departmental Public Bodies, Cabinet Office
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/332151/Triennial_Reviews_
Guidance_-_annexes.pdf

2

returned a majority of MPs belonging to parties who oppose section 40 and the system of
press regulation that involves PRP.
By attempting to get itself written into the face of the Bill and its rival system written out,
the PRP’s intervention would have the effect of pre-empting and frustrating the
Government review. This effort to entrench its role can only have been funded by public
money and yet it would appear to be precisely the sort of self-serving lobbying activity that
the Cabinet Office rules were drawn up to prevent. We would be grateful if you could look
into this matter.

Yours faithfully,

Ashley Highfield
Chairman
News Media Association

Lord Black of Brentwood
Chair of Legal, Policy & Regulatory Affairs Committee
News Media Association
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Annex G to PRP46(17)
Update on key external matters
1. The update on key external matters is a research-informed piece based on a
sample of information available in the public domain.
Commercial Landscape
2. Guardian News and Media has announced that more than 300,000 readers are
now paying it at least £5 a month as supporters and members. Around 500,000
subscribers are now making regular payments to The Guardian and Observer
publisher.
3. The Financial Times says it has surpassed 900,000 paid-for readers for the first
time. The publication has seen an increase in digital subscribers since April this
year when it said the total was 650,000, up 14 per cent year-on-year.
4. Next year, the Scottish Sun will launch three new digital radio stations in
partnership with Wireless Group, each tailored to unique audiences. News
Scotland previously worked with Wireless Group to pilot Scottish Sun pop-up radio
stations The Scottish Summer Sun and The Scottish Sun Xmas Radio. The three
new channels are: Scottish Sun Hits, Scottish Sun 80s and Scottish Sun Greatest
Hits.
5. Trinity Mirror and The Economist have joined 75 news organisations around the
world by including new Trust Indicators on their websites which could help Google
and Facebook identify quality journalism. Between them the two web giants
account for most traffic to news websites.
6. Press Gazette reported that according to new ABC figures for October, Trinity
Mirror titles the Daily Mirror, Sunday Mirror and Sunday People were the three
newspapers hardest hit by industry-wide decline in print circulation figures. Worst
performer the Sunday Mirror was down 24 per cent on the same period last year
from 680,497 to 516,786. It was closely followed by the Sunday People, which
dropped 21 per cent year-on-year to 206,593. The Daily Mirror was down 20 per
cent year-on year to 603,629. The Sun on Sunday is the best-selling Sunday
newspaper with a circulation of 1.29m in October. The Mail on Sunday is behind
at 1.19m. The Sun, still Britain’s best-selling newspaper, also fell by nearly 10 per
cent year-on-year to 1.51m. The Metro is still the UK’s most-read title, having
overtaken the Sun earlier this year, when it comes to Monday to Friday
circulation/distribution within the UK and Ireland (The Sun is at 1,417,004 in the
UK & ROI Mon -Fri compared with 1,472,781 for the Metro).
Press Gazette also reported that The Sun and Independent were the two fastest
growing UK national newspaper websites in October, according to ABC, both
growing more than 70 per cent year on year. Mail Online, remains the largest UK
national newspaper website online with an average of 14.7m unique browsers per
day globally.

Political
7. The Secretary of State for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport informed the Digital,
Culture, Media and Sport committee that the Government would publish the
outcome of its consultation on Leveson Inquiry and its implementation before
Christmas 2017. This consultation ran from 1 November 2016 to 10 January 2017.
8. The Data Protection Bill to update data protection laws was introduced to the
House of Lords on 13 September 2017. The Bill listed exemptions to the
protection of personal data for special purposes that include journalism. It stated
the codes of practice and guidelines that the courts and the Information
Commissioner must have regard to in determining whether it is reasonable to
believe that publication would be in the public interest and would therefore be
entitled to exemptions. The codes of practice and guidelines in the Bill were: BBC
Editorial Guidelines; (b) Ofcom Broadcasting Code; (c) IPSO Editors’ Code of
Practice.
9. Lord Clement-Jones and Lord McNally proposed an amendment that would
remove (c). Lord Skidelsky put forward an amendment that would remove (c) and
insert “any code which is adopted by an approved regulator as defined by section
42 of the Crime and Courts Act 2013.” Lord Lester and Lord Black of Brentwood,
executive director of Telegraph Media Group, criticised the amendments as did
the NMA.
10. It was reported that the PRP wrote to peers to inform them of its independent view
that the recognition system, which was agreed by Parliament, had been omitted
from the Bill.
Regulatory, complaints and standards
11. It was reported that Caerphilly Observer was no longer regulated by IMPRESS.
12. It was reported that two board members at IMPRESS had been recused from an
investigation into an article by the Canary about the BBC’s political editor.
13. IMPRESS announced that following an open and fair recruitment process, the
IMPRESS appointment panel has nominated two new board members: David
Leigh, a professor of reporting at City, University of London; and Andrea Wills who
has a range of senior level experience of regulation in the UK and Australia. The
IMPRESS board has also appointed a new member of its Code Committee.
Jonathan Collett is a media and communications professional with a background
in the news industry and press regulation

Legal
14. Communities Secretary Sajid Javid has ordered two London borough councils to
stop publishing their own fortnightly free newspapers after ignoring repeated
government requests to desist. Hackney Council, which produces Hackney
Today, and Waltham Forest Council, which produces the Waltham Forest News,
were told that failure to comply within 14 days could see both local authorities
facing court action.

Press Recognition Panel

MANAGEMENT ACCOUNTS

7 Months to October 2017

Press Recognition Panel
Period ended 31 October 2017
7 Months to October 2017

Actual
£

Reforecast
Oct 17
£

Full year to March 2018

Variance Explanation
£

Budget
£

Reforecast
Oct 2017
£

Income
Subscription Fees
Bank Interest

Total Income

4,208
1,223
5,431

4,208
1,437
5,645

214
214

95,874
3,540
99,414

95,874
2,312
98,187

37,808
37,808

38,533
115
38,648

(725)
(115)
(840)

65,410
240
65,650

65,912
140
66,052

-

3,190

14,630

7,850

2,724
17,354

3,330
11,180

258,306
8,064

261,269
6,370

Expenditure
Board costs
Board Salaries & NIC
Board Travel & Subsistence
Total Board Costs
Communications
Consultation Document & Translation

(3,190) Forecast costs in October for the State
of Recognition report not yet incurred.

Website & Visuals
Total Communications Costs

2,144
2,144

2,640
5,830

160,136
2,428

161,292
4,329

(1,156)
(1,901) Provisions for HR & Recruitment costs

Serviced and Virtual Offices
Meeting rooms
Travel & Subsistence
Information Technology
IT hardware
Audit & Accountancy
Printing & Stationery
Insurance
Legal
Subscriptions & publications
Finance charges
Sundry expenses

36,608
2,200
27
3,295
2,930
13,940
2,994
3,607
19,606
4,169
86
11
252,037

36,858
1,955
127
3,239
3,198
14,004
2,910
3,622
18,646
4,093
108
300
254,681

(250)
245
(100)
56
(268)
(64)
84
(15)
960
76
(22)
(289)
(2,644)

73,320
3,702
600
7,509
3,600
39,992
8,711
8,152
50,000
7,368
240
1,800
471,364

59,708
3,063
377
5,609
3,198
38,484
3,880
8,120
48,646
7,108
208
1,050
447,091

Total Expenditure

291,989

299,159

(7,170)

554,368

524,323

(286,558)

(293,514)

6,956

(454,954)

(426,137)

Other costs
Executive team costs
HR & Recruitment

(496)
(3,686)

not utilised.

(Deficit) for the period
Reserves Bfwd

1,246,359

1,246,359

1,246,359

1,246,359

Reserves Cfwd

959,801

952,845

791,405

820,222

Press Recognition Panel
Period ended 31 October 2017
Oct-17
£

£

Mar-17
£

£

Current Assets
Current account
Deposit account
Barclays account
Cash at bank

264,069
805,001

Prepayments
Trade debtors
Accrued Income
Third Party Deposit
Sundry debtors

14,685
110,000
227
7,000

Creditors: amounts falling
due within one year
Trade creditors
Deferred income
Credit card
Social security and other taxes
Pensions
Sundry creditors and accruals

Net Current Assets

92,340
158,304
1,003,777
1,069,070

1,254,421
26,292
227
12,600

131,912

8,441
215,792
8,019
2,571
6,358

39,119

9,034
1,103
13,524
2,310
21,210
241,181

47,181

959,801

1,246,359

1,246,359

1,954,072

Funds brought forward
Funds bought forward at 31 March
Surplus/(deficit) for the period to date

(286,558)
959,801

(707,713)
1,246,359

