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Foreword

Welcome to the Press Recognition Panel’s (PRP) public consultation on how
we propose to deal with applications for recognition. Later in the year we will
be consulting separately on a range of other matters relating to our role to
independently oversee press regulation in the UK.

Background

Consultation

Following the exposure of alleged criminal
activity and growing complaints about
the behaviour of the press in the UK in
2011, the Leveson Inquiry made a series of
recommendations for a new, more effective
regulatory system. The PRP is the result
of this Inquiry and was created by Royal
Charter on 3 November 2014.

Since November 2014, we have been
developing the structures that we need
in order to deliver the first of these
responsibilities, so that we are in a position
to receive and determine applications for
recognition by autumn 2015.

The PRP is entirely independent of the
government, Parliament, the press or any
other such interest – independence and
transparency are absolutely fundamental
to the way in which we operate. The Chair
and members of the PRP Board were
appointed by an Independent Appointments
Committee, itself appointed by the
Commissioner for Public Appointments.
We are here to ensure that the freedom
of the press in the UK remains while
protecting the interests of the public.

Purpose
Our role is to consider whether
independent press self-regulators
(Regulators) meet, and continue to meet,
the recognition criteria in the Charter. We
will do this in a fully transparent way, by:
• g
 ranting recognition to Regulators that
meet the requirements set out in the
Charter’s recognition criteria;

The process of assessing applications
for recognition is completely new, untried
and untested. So we want to make sure
that everyone gets their say – after all,
effective press self-regulation lies at the
heart of the public interest.
This document therefore outlines our initial
proposals for how this process could look
and offers examples of the type of evidence
that the PRP would expect to receive to
demonstrate compliance with the criteria
set out in the Charter.
The PRP has already heard from a wide range
of interested parties – publishers, regulators,
commentators, organisations and groups,
and individual members of the public.
Through this consultation we will continue
to seek the views of interested parties to
inform the recognition process – and give
everyone the opportunity to have their say.
I encourage you to consider the proposals
we have put forward and look forward to
hearing your views.

• undertaking reviews of those Regulators;
• r emoving recognition if a Regulator
no longer meets the criteria; and
• r eporting on the successes or failures
of the recognition system.
2

Dr David Wolfe QC, Chair
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About the PRP

Background
1.

In July 2011, following the exposure of alleged criminal activity at the News of the
World, and growing complaints about the behaviour of the UK press, the Prime
Minister, David Cameron, announced a two part inquiry into the ‘culture, practices
and ethics of the press’, and the role of the police in the phone-hacking scandal.1
Lord Justice Brian Leveson led the Inquiry and published the first part of the
Report (about the conduct of the press) on 29 November 2012.

2.

 he Leveson Report made a series of recommendations for a new, more effective
T
regulatory system – what it should do, how it should be structured and the rules
that needed to be put in place to achieve those objectives.2 The Prime Minister
indicated that, while he accepted the bulk of the Report’s recommendations,
he did not accept the need for statutory underpinning of a press regulator.3

3.

 he compromise reached allowed for one or more press self-regulators (Regulators)
T
to be established, recognised and overseen by a “Recognition Panel” established
under a Royal Charter (the Charter). The Charter was drawn up and granted on 30
October 2013 and the Press Recognition Panel (PRP) came into existence formally
on 3 November 2014.

4.

 he Charter is protected by an embedding measure enacted through the
T
Enterprise and Regulatory Reform Act 2013.4 The measure means that the Charter
may only be added to, supplemented, varied or omitted with the approval through
a resolution of at least two-thirds of the relevant House or the Scottish Parliament
that vote in support of the motion.5
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Purpose
5.

 ur responsibilities are set out clearly under the Charter. They are to: grant
O
recognition to Regulators that meet the requirements set out in the Charter’s
recognition criteria; undertake reviews of those Regulators; withdraw recognition
if a Regulator no longer meets the criteria; and report on the successes or failures
of the recognition system.

6.

 undamental to how we will discharge our obligations under the Charter is our
F
independence from external influence. This will underpin our work to ensure that
Regulators of the UK press, which we recognise, are independent, properly funded
and able to protect the public.

7.

 e do not regulate the press and cannot compel any Regulator to apply
W
for recognition.

Governance
8.

 eing independent is crucial to how the PRP operates. The Board was directly
B
appointed by an Independent Appointments Committee, established for this
purpose by the Commissioner for Public Appointments.

9.

 he Chair of the Board, Dr David Wolfe QC, appointed in June 2014, was
T
joined by five further Board members in November 2014. The appointment of
the members of the Board under the terms of the Charter gives it the highest level
of independence from any potential external influence, whether from government,
the press, or elsewhere.

10. T
 he Board meets regularly and its meetings are generally open to the public.
We publish agendas and background papers in advance of these meetings
and publish minutes shortly afterwards.
11.

 he Board is assisted by an experienced team, led by Executive Director Susie
T
Uppal, who was appointed in January 2015.

Funding
12. T
 he Charter requires that the Exchequer gives the PRP sufficient money for it to
be set up and operate for its first three years. The Exchequer has granted £3 million
for this purpose.
13. It is intended that after this period the PRP will be primarily funded from the fees
it charges Regulators that apply for recognition. Our proposals for consultation on
fee frameworks are discussed later in this document.

About the Press Recognition Panel
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Scope
14. T
 he Charter refers to the Leveson Report recommendation that “for an effective
system of self-regulation to be established, all those parts of the press which are
significant news publishers should become members of an independent regulatory
body”.6 In the Charter, “relevant publisher” has the meaning given in section 41 of
the Crime and Courts Act 2013.7
15. In broad terms, to qualify as a relevant publisher, four tests must be met. They are:
• Publishing ‘news-related’ material;
• in the course of a business;
• which is written by different authors; and
• is subject to editorial control.
Various types of publishers are exempt even if they meet the four tests. They are:
• Broadcasters;
• Special interest titles;
• Scientific or academic journals;
• Public bodies or charities publishing news in connection with their functions;
• Company news publications;
• Book publishers; and
• M
 icro-businesses that are a multi-author blog or publishing news incidental to
their business.
16. T
 he Charter requires that membership of a regulatory body should be open to
all publishers.8 With this in mind, we have considered how our approach needs to
accommodate applications from a range of Regulators, covering different types of
publisher, including for example “hyperlocal” online news or content services that
serve small, geographically defined communities.9

independent is crucial
> Being
to how the Press Recognition
Panel operates
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About this consultation process

17.

 his consultation outlines our proposals for receiving and determining applications
T
for recognition from Regulators. In addition to this document, we will be undertaking
a series of meetings and events to gather further feedback.

18. In developing our proposals for consultation, we have considered the advantages
and disadvantages of different approaches to oversight and monitoring. We
have also taken into account the views of a range of interested individuals and
organisations who have engaged with us. Notes of those meetings are available
on our website.
19. O
 ur aim is to implement a fair and balanced process for recognition that
supports, promotes and provides beneficial, independent oversight of Regulators.
We therefore want to implement the Charter in a way that is not unduly complicated
and, most importantly, takes into account the views of the public. We welcome
views on our specific proposals from all interested parties and will consider
these carefully before we launch the recognition scheme.
20. T
 he consultation is not a re-opening of the Leveson Inquiry, nor is it about the
decision to introduce a Royal Charter or its terms. We will not consider responses
that extend beyond the remit of the consultation.

How this document works
21. T
 his document includes some high level questions around our proposals for
determining compliance with the criteria set out in the Royal Charter and about
the application process itself. These are summarised at the end of the document.
22. O
 verall we are seeking views on the process for recognition and the type of evidence
we suggest may be suitable to demonstrate compliance. While compliance with each
of the criteria is mandatory, it is important that our requirements do not extend
beyond what is strictly necessary. We therefore particularly welcome feedback
on the potential impacts of our proposals, including cost estimates where these
are supported by evidence.
23. R
 esponses to the consultation will feed into the development of our process
for consideration and determination of applications for recognition.

About this consultation process
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How to respond
24. The consultation runs for eight weeks from Monday 8 June to Friday 31 July 2015.
25. Y
 ou can respond in writing by using the form at the end of this document, or via the
online form which is available on our website at www.pressrecognitionpanel.org.uk.
We are also holding a series of consultation events – details are also available on
our website.

Welsh language
26. W
 e are not covered by the Welsh Language Act 1993, but have developed
and agreed a Welsh language policy. In line with this policy, a Welsh translation
of our consultation document is published on our website.

Accessibility
27. T
 he Charter makes clear that we exercise public functions so we will comply with
the Public Sector Equality Duty (PSED) as required by the Equality Act 2010.10 We
want to give all those who are affected by our work the opportunity to have a say
in how we operate and advance equality of opportunity between those who share
a relevant protected characteristic and those who do not.11 We will do this both
through the consultation process and in the way we process and review
applications for recognition.
28. In order to provide access to the consultation for as wide a range of people as
possible, we will consider requests for consultation materials in languages other
than English and Welsh and in accessible formats (including Braille, large print,
BSL, audio and Easy Read).
29. In addition we will consider requests from people to provide feedback in a way
that meets their needs, for example, through a face to face meeting or by telephone,
as well as in writing or online. We will support the written consultation exercise with
a series of events across the devolved nations and English regions, selecting venues
with geographical spread and transport links in mind. We are also offering a webinar
session. We will use our best endeavours to seek feedback from all interested parties.
30. T
 he findings from this consultation will help us develop a recognition process
that fairly tests whether or not a Regulator meets the criteria in the Royal Charter;
is accessible to the different types of Regulators that apply; and ensures that we
are open and transparent in all our dealings with the applicants.
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will OPEN FOR FORMAL
>We
APPLICATIONS FROM AUTUMN 2015

Confidentiality and data protection
31. W
 e are not currently listed within the Schedule to the Freedom of Information
Act 2000 and so the PRP is not a body to which its provisions apply. We have
nevertheless taken a decision to operate as if the provisions of the Act apply,
including considering and responding to information requests. Unless you state
otherwise (and an automatic disclaimer generated by your IT system will not be
taken as such) we will assume that you are happy for us to publish your response
to this consultation, including your name, and to share it with other appropriate
bodies and stakeholders. We would encourage named responses where possible
and particularly from representative organisations so that we can identify the
different interests reflected in the responses. If you do not wish us to publish all
or part of your response because you regard the information you have provided
as confidential, please indicate so.

What happens next?
32. A
 fter the consultation closes, we will review the written responses we have received,
together with the feedback from events and meetings. We will publish a summary of
the responses and explain how these have shaped the final application process.
33. W
 e will then publish guidance on our Scheme of Recognition formally on our
website and open for formal applications from autumn 2015.

About this consultation process
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Scheme of recognition

Requirements of the Royal Charter
34. T
 he Charter sets out clearly the requirements on us to recognise Regulators.
Schedule 2 of the Charter describes how the Scheme of Recognition will apply
and Schedule 3 lists the requirements that must be met for an applicant to
gain recognition.
35. A
 t the heart of the Scheme is the requirement that Regulators can only gain
recognition if they meet all the criteria numbered 1 - 23 in Schedule 3 of the
Charter (28 criteria in total).12 These criteria are compulsory and any Regulators
applying will need to meet all of these criteria in order to be recognised.
36. W
 hen determining if an application meets the requirements of the Scheme, the
Charter also requires us to consider the concepts of: effectiveness; fairness and
objectivity of standards; independence and transparency of enforcement and
compliance; credible powers and remedies; and reliable funding and effective
accountability, as articulated in the Leveson Report (Part K, Chapter 7, Section
4 (“Voluntary independent self-regulation”)).13
37. W
 e may also, but need not, take into account a number of other recommendations
included in the Summary of Recommendations of the Leveson Report.14 However,
provided we are satisfied that a Regulator meets the recognition criteria, we may
not refuse recognition if a Regulator does not comply with those recommendations.
38. T
 he Charter also requires that nothing in the recognition criteria should be
interpreted in a manner that conflicts with any regulatory obligation imposed on
a Regulator.15 We intend to ask Regulators to indicate where there may be conflicts.
39. T
 he Charter is not prescriptive on how an application should be made, or
the process that we should use for considering applications. We have therefore
followed good practice to propose a system that is robust, transparent and
encourages dialogue between applicants and the PRP.
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Interpreting the criteria
40. W
 hen determining an application we will need to make judgements as to whether
or not an applicant has demonstrated compliance with the criteria, based on the
information that they provide.
41. W
 e have considered a number of variables regarding the types of application
we could receive. For example, we may receive applications from different types
of Regulators, who could choose to take different approaches to the types of
information they wish to provide. We also recognise that some of the criteria are
straightforward, while others are open for interpretation. We therefore propose
to issue guidance to assist applicants in putting together an application.
42.

 he proposed guidance we have developed is in the form of a matrix to assist
T
Regulators in making an application, and assist us in determining if the Regulator
meets the requirements of the Scheme. An example of how the matrix may look
is provided in Annex 1.

Recognition matrix
43. W
 e propose that the recognition matrix could have two purposes, firstly to guide
applicants in making an application, and secondly to provide us with the indicators
and types of possible evidence we could use to determine whether an application
meets the Scheme of Recognition set out in Schedule 2.
44. T
 he first column of the matrix, and its associated footnotes, quote the individual
criterion in Schedule 3 of the Charter. We are therefore unable to consider responses
in relation to this column.
45. T
 he second column includes our proposed indicators for meeting the criteria in
Schedule 3 where we consider that elaboration of the criteria is necessary. These
proposed indicators draw on the concepts articulated through the narrative in the
Leveson Report which Lord Justice Leveson considered necessary to achieve “a
genuinely effective independent self-regulatory system” (Part K, Chapter 7, Para
4.1) and, where necessary, indicators developed from a range of other sources.
46. F
 or example, compliance with an agreed standards code was central to the
Leveson concept of an “effective” regulatory regime, enforced in an “independent
and transparent” way that would command public respect. Several of the criteria in
Schedule 3 relate to these concepts, such as Criteria 7, 8, 8A, 8B, 8C, 8D, 11, 12, 12A,
13, 14, 15 and 20.
47. S
 imilarly, in formulating the indicators for the whistleblowing hotline we took into
account a range of sources including the National Audit Office’s recent review of
whistleblowing, in which it evaluated the whistleblowing policies of 39 government
bodies and highlighted best practice;16 and its supplementary report recommending
the criteria for assessing the effectiveness of those policies.17 When considering
indicators of “adequate and speedy” complaints processes we looked at guidance
across several sectors, including communications,18 financial19 and legal20 services.

Scheme of recognition
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48. W
 here we have considered a specific criterion is sufficiently clear and does
not require further elaboration we have noted this in the matrix (‘no elaboration
proposed’). We consider that a Regulator may address the criteria without meeting
all the indicators and in such cases we would expect to see an explanation of this.
49. T
 he third column gives examples of possible types of evidence an applicant may
wish to provide to demonstrate compliance with the criteria. These examples are
given to guide applicants, but are just possible types of evidence. We propose that
the applicant should be free to determine how they demonstrate compliance.
50. O
 ur suggestions in the second and third columns of the matrix form an important
part of our proposals for recognition and we would like to receive detailed feedback
on both. We have therefore included a comments box against each of the criteria in
the matrix and would encourage detailed comments with supporting evidence.

> Question 1:	
Do you agree with the principle of using indicators and examples
of evidence as guidance to applicants and the PRP in determining
applications? Give reasons if you wish.

> Question 2:	
Do you agree with the indicators and evidence we propose? Give

reasons if you wish. For specific comments on the criteria, use the
comments box on the matrix.

determining an application
> When
we will need to make judgements
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Submitting an application

51. W
 e do not propose to have a formal application form, as we would prefer to
give applicants flexibility in the way in which they put together their application
and demonstrate compliance with each of the criteria in Schedule 3 by using
the recognition matrix.
52. W
 e are however considering including a short cover sheet for administrative
purposes. This would ask for information that each Regulator would be required
to submit in order for us to administer the recognition process; this might include
the website URL, company number, and contact details for the person leading
the application.
53. The process for submitting an application is summarised in figure 1.

Transparency and timing of application process
54. W
 e are committed to operating in a way that is open and transparent; nevertheless
we understand that the recognition process needs to be expedient and allow
applicants to protect their intellectual property and commercial interests. We
have therefore considered a number of approaches to engagement during the
application process.
55. T
 he way in which we propose to balance these requirements is to publish the
applicant’s name, issue a call for evidence and allow a period of 15 working days
for third parties to submit evidence relevant to the applicant’s compliance with the
criteria. We consider that this gives interested parties an appropriate opportunity to
comment, while ensuring an expedient timeframe. We propose that allowing for a
full consultation period, either conducted by the Regulator before an application is
considered, or by us after receiving the application, would considerably extend the
time taken to process an application.
56. W
 e intend that any evidence submitted by third parties during the submission of
evidence stage would be shared with the applicant, who would have 15 working
days to respond to the evidence put forward.

Figure 1: Process for recognition
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Figure 1 – Process for recognition
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Validation process
57. O
 nce we have received an application, we will undertake an initial check to
ensure that the application has covered each of the criteria set out in Schedule
3. We will then undertake a thorough assessment of the application and make a
recommendation, which we will share with the applicant for comment. The Board
will decide if the Regulator meets the criteria.
58. In undertaking this detailed assessment we will review, validate and verify the
information the applicant provides alongside comments received from other
interested parties. We will assess it against the criteria by using the indicators
as required. Where necessary, we will request further evidence.
59. We envisage the following process:
• F
 ollowing initial checks of an application we will publish the name of the applicant
on our website and issue a call for evidence (to be received within 15 working days).
• W
 e will share the information received from third parties with the applicant and
invite them to respond (within 15 working days of receipt).
• W
 e will send the applicant details of our assessment of their application for their
comment (within 15 working days of receipt).
• B
 efore publishing our decision, we will notify the applicant of the outcome and
provide the reasoning behind our decision.
60. T
 his process indicates that the minimum time for determining an application for
recognition is likely to be 45 working days from receipt. However the actual time
required to complete the process will depend on the size and type of applicant, the
volume and complexity of submissions received as part of the call for evidence, and
the subsequent work needed to ensure the assessment process is robust.

> Question 3:	Do you agree with our proposed approach to dealing with
applications? Give reasons if you wish.

Submitting an application
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Discussions with applicants
61. T
 his is a new process and Regulators approaching an application for the first
time will be in a unique position. We have therefore developed a process which
we consider is straightforward and simple to follow.
62. W
 e also propose to welcome discussions with applicants before they formally
apply and provide assistance with the process as required. However, we will not
advise the applicant in relation to how it should meet the criteria, nor will we help
with the development of internal processes. We will keep applicants informed
throughout the process.

> Question 4:	
Do you agree with our proposed approach to discussions
with applicants? Give reasons if you wish.

Granting recognition
63. W
 e anticipate that applications could be received from Regulators of various sizes
and at different stages of operation. The decision about recognition will depend on
the applicant being able to demonstrate, to our satisfaction, that it has the processes
and resources in place to meet the criteria set out in Schedule 3, even if it does not
yet have evidence of sustainable operation.
64. W
 here there is not yet evidence of sustainable operation, we would continue to
make further checks to monitor the Regulator’s compliance with the criteria.

> Question 5:	
Do you agree with our proposed approach to granting recognition?
Give reasons if you wish.
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Future consultations

Reviews
65. S
 chedule 2 of the Charter requires us to undertake cyclical reviews. The Charter
is prescriptive with regard to when cyclical reviews take place, how they are
conducted, and the publication of conclusions.
66. In addition, Schedule 2 of the Charter allows for the PRP to conduct ad hoc reviews
at any other time, if it thinks that:
a) “ there are exceptional circumstances that make it necessary so to do, having
regard, in particular, to whether there have been serious breaches of the
recognition criteria; and
b) t here is a significant public interest in a review of the Regulator’s recognition
being undertaken.”
67. W
 e recognise this adds an element of uncertainty for Regulators. We will
develop our approach to reviews as set out in the Charter, including the ‘exceptional
circumstances’ that could trigger an ad hoc review and will consult on our proposals
alongside those for fee charging (see below).

Charging of fees to Regulators
68. P
 aragraph 11.3 of the Charter states that the charging of such fees will come
into force from the third anniversary of the date upon which the Charter becomes
effective (3 November 2017). Before this date the Charter requires us to prepare,
consult publicly and publish our approach to fee structures.
69. W
 e intend to undertake this work towards the end of 2015, with a view to consulting
in the first half of 2016. Until 3 November 2017, the PRP will make no charge.

WILL CONSULT ON OUR
> WE
APPROACH TO REVIEWS AND
CHARGING IN 2016

Future consultations
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Annex 1 – Recognition matrix

The recognition matrix is the tool that we are proposing to demonstrate the types
of indicators and evidence we will consider when determining whether a Regulator
meets the criteria set out in Schedule 3 of the Charter.
The first column, and its associated footnotes, are the criteria as articulated in the
Charter. They are therefore not for consultation. The second and third columns propose
examples of how the criteria could be achieved through possible indicators and the types
of evidence an applicant could submit. These are the columns that we would welcome
comments on.
The examples of possible evidence illustrate the types of information that we could consider
when assessing a Regulator’s application. While we propose that it is up to Regulators to
evidence how they meet the requirements in the most appropriate manner, we wanted to
provide some guidance as to what this could look like. Some of the examples provided are
general, while others are more specific. In many cases the applicant will already hold, or
could develop, the sort of documents that could be submitted as evidence.
A fourth column has been included to allow consultees to provide specific feedback.
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Charter Criteria

Examples of proposed indicators

Examples of possible evidence

1.

An independent self-regulatory
body should be governed by
an independent Board. In order
to ensure the independence
of the body, the Chair and
members of the Board must be
appointed in a genuinely open,
transparent and independent
way, without any influence
from industry or Government.
For the avoidance of doubt,
the industry’s activities in
establishing a self-regulatory
body, and its participation in
making appointments to the
Board in accordance with
criteria 2 to 5; or its financing
of the self-regulatory body,
shall not constitute influence
by the industry in breach of
this criterion.

• No elaboration proposed.

• Appointments process,
governance structure and
supporting documents.

The Chair of the Board (who
is subject to the restrictions of
criterion 5(d), (e) and (f)) can
only be appointed if nominated
by an appointment panel. The
selection of that panel must
itself be conducted in
an appropriately independent
way and must, itself, be
independent of the industry
and of Government.

• No elaboration proposed.

2.

Recognition matrix

Your comments

• Board members’ biographies
and conflict of interest
declarations from each
Board member.
• Any other supporting
information to demonstrate
independence from industry
and/or Government.

• Process used to select
members of the
appointment panel.
• Process used by the
appointment panel to
appoint the Chair.
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Charter Criteria

Examples of proposed indicators

Examples of possible evidence

3

The appointment panel:
a) should be appointed in an
independent, fair and open way;
b) should contain a substantial
majority of members who are
demonstrably independent of
the press;
c) should include at least
one person with a current
understanding and experience
of the press;
d) should include no more
than one current editor of a
publication that could be a
member of the body.

• No elaboration proposed.

• Process used to select
members of the
appointment panel.

The nomination process for
the appointment of the Board
should also be an independent
process, and the composition
of the Board should include
people with relevant expertise.
The appointment panel may
only nominate as many people
as there are vacancies on the
Board (including the Chair),
and the Board shall accept all
nominations. The requirement
for independence means that
there should be no serving
editors on the Board.

• No elaboration proposed.

4

Recognition matrix

Your comments

• Composition of the
appointment panel, clearly
identifying those members
that are persons with a
current understanding and
experience of the press; are
serving editors; and those
considered independent
of the press.

• Process for selecting Board
members and the selection
criteria used.
• Board members’ biographies
and conflict of interest
declarations from each
Board member.
• Governance arrangements
and supporting
documentation.

20

Charter Criteria

Examples of proposed indicators

Examples of possible evidence

5

• No elaboration proposed.

• Process used by the
appointments panel to
nominate and appoint
Board members.

The members of the Board
should be appointed only
following nomination by the same
appointment panel that nominates
the Chair, together with the Chair
(once appointed), and should:
a) be nominated by a process
which is fair and open;
b) comprise a majority of people
who are independent of the press;
c) include a sufficient number of
people with experience of the
industry (throughout the United
Kingdom) who may include
former editors and senior or
academic journalists;
d) not include any serving editor;
e) not include any serving
member of the House of
Commons, the Scottish
Parliament, the Northern
Ireland Assembly, the National
Assembly for Wales, the
European Parliament or the
House of Lords (but only if, in
the case of the House of Lords,
the member holds or has held
within the previous 5 years an
official affiliation with a political
party) or a Minister of the
Crown, a member of the Scottish
Government, a Northern Ireland
Minister or a Welsh Minister; and
f) in the view of the appointment
panel, be a person who can
act fairly and impartially in the
decision-making of the Board.

Recognition matrix

Your comments

• Board members’ biographies,
evidence of compliance with
criteria 5(a) to (f), and conflicts
of interest declarations.
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Charter Criteria

Examples of proposed indicators

Examples of possible evidence

6

• The Regulator is
funded adequately.

• Contract/Articles of
Association/Agreements
between the Regulator and
subscribers and/or any
other funders on existing
and/or planned funding
arrangements, including
subscription rates agreed.

Funding for the system
should be settled in agreement
between the industry and the
Board, taking into account the
cost of fulfilling the obligations
of the regulator and the
commercial pressures on the
industry. There should be an
indicative budget which the
Board certifies is adequate
for the purpose. Funding
settlements should cover
a four or five year period
and should be negotiated
well in advance.

• The Regulator adopts policies
and mechanisms to ensure
funding arrangements cover
the prescribed period and
undertakes reviews in an
appropriate time.
• The timing for negotiating
funding settlements is not
such as to create a concern
that the negotiation would
impact on the independence
or perceived independence
of the Board.

Your comments

• Audited accounts and
statement of going concern.
• Annual budget, including income
and expenditure forecasts.
• Statement/assurance/minutes
from the Regulator’s Board to
certify that the indicative budget
is adequate for the purpose.
• Indicative timescales and
processes for negotiating
the funding settlement.

7

The standards code must
ultimately be the responsibility
of, and adopted by, the Board,
advised by a Code Committee
which may comprise both
independent members of the
Board and serving editors.
Serving editors have an important
part to play although not one
that is decisive.

• No elaboration proposed.

• Terms of reference between
the Board and Code Committee
regarding decisions on the
content of the code and
compliance with the code.
• Minutes of relevant meetings of
the Board or between the Board
and the Committee, showing a
sufficient and proper process of
scrutiny and consideration of the
content of the standards code.
• Information on the
composition of the Code
Committee, including the role
played by serving editors.

Recognition matrix
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Charter Criteria

Examples of proposed indicators

Examples of possible evidence

8

• The Regulator has
demonstrably considered
relevant legislation, codes,
rules and/or guidance in
developing the code.

• A copy of the code with an
explanatory note of how the
code takes into account the
requirements of the criteria
in the context of its subscribers.

• The Regulator meets the
requirements set out in the
criterion including in 8 (a),
(b) and (c) in a way that is
proportionate to its subscribers.

• Description of the Board’s
approach to the interests of
the public and freedom of
speech, and how they have
been incorporated into
the code.

The code must take into
account the importance
of freedom of speech,
the interests of the public
(including but not limited to
the public interest in detecting
or exposing crime or serious
impropriety, protecting
public health and safety
and preventing the public
from being seriously misled),
the need for journalists to
protect confidential sources of
information, and the rights of
individuals. Specifically, it must
cover standards of:
a) conduct, especially in
relation to the treatment of
other people in the process
of obtaining material;
b) appropriate respect for
privacy where there is no
sufficient public interest
justification for breach; and
c) accuracy, and the need to
avoid misrepresentation.

• The code is reasonable
in its terms.
• The code is framed in a
manner consistent with the
potential for complaints to be
heard and decided upon by
the Regulator under criteria
11 (a) to (c).

• Information, if any, to show
how feedback from interested
parties is taken into account.

Your comments

In column 2, first bullet point It is not
clear what is meant by 'relevant
legislation' - at present an applicant
would be left to guess. If there are
legislative provisions that the PRP
considers *must* have been
considered then they should be
specified. At least, some examples of
relevant legislation should be given.
The same applies to 'Codes' and
'Guidance'
The third bullet point in 'Indicators' 'The code is reasonable in its terms -'
is I think too vague. More specific
guidance could be given, for example
as to whether the Editor's Code
formerly used by the PCC and now
used by IPSO would be considered
satisfactory. If the PRP takes the
view that the Code should not
contain provisions contrary to
relevant law (e.g. Articles 8 and 10
ECHR as judicially interpreted) then
could this be specified?
In third column, second bullet point,
the suggested 'Description' sounds
quite close to the document required
by 8C - could it be made clear
whether a Regulator could fully or
partially satisfy the evidential
requirement here through cross
reference to that document?

Recognition matrix
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Charter Criteria

Examples of proposed indicators

Examples of possible evidence

8A

• Advice to the public is
provided in a way which
makes it easily accessible
and available to anyone who
might reasonably want to
access it.

• Information on provision
of advice to the public in
relation to the code, including
information on how it operates
for vulnerable individuals
and those who need
additional support.

8B

A self-regulatory body should
provide advice to the public in
relation to issues concerning
the press and the standards
code, along with a service to
warn the press, and other
relevant parties such as
broadcasters and press
photographers, when an
individual has made it clear
that they do not welcome
press intrusion.

A self-regulatory body
should make it clear that
subscribers will be held
strictly accountable under the
standards code for any material
that they publish, including
photographs, however sourced.
This criterion does not include
advertising content.

Recognition matrix

• The service to warn the
press is easily accessible
and available to anyone who
might reasonably want to
access it.
• The Regulator identifies
appropriate tools and
mechanisms to notify relevant
parties on timescales which
ensure that the recipients of
it can respond promptly.

• Approach taken to
defining advertising
content takes account of
the Advertising Standards
Authority’s definition to
ensure that regulatory
gaps do not emerge.

• Information on how
the service to warn the
press operates, including
information on how it
operates for vulnerable
individuals and those who
need additional support.
• Contacts, if any, with
individuals, broadcasters and
other parties, and actions
taken where relevant.
• Approach to defining
advertising content.
• Contract/terms and
conditions between the
Regulator and subscribers
demonstrating accountability
and enforcement powers of
the Regulator.

Your comments

It is not clear whether 8A refers to
generic 'advice' - that is, a document
explaining the Code in general to the
public, or specific advice given in
response to a specific, individual
request from a member of the public.
The elaboration does not make this
clear either and I think this needs to
be done, as these are two quite
distinct types of 'advice'. If generic
advice is what is meant then it should
be made clear whether this
requirement can be met through
making the relevant document
available on the Regulator's website.
The second bullet point of possible
evidence refers to 'how the service
operates', which suggests one that is
active. However, for a nascent
Regulator, such a service will not
actually be operating. The wording
here could clarify this, by saying 'how
the service to warn the press
operates (or would operate)'.

• Guidance issued to
subscribers regarding
compliance with the code
(including how ‘advertising
content’ is defined).
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Charter Criteria

Examples of proposed indicators

Examples of possible evidence

8C

A self-regulatory body should
provide non-binding guidance
on the interpretation of the
public interest that justifies
what would otherwise
constitute a breach of the
standards code. This must be
framed in the context of the
different provisions of the code
relating to the public interest.

• Guidance is provided in a
way which makes it easily
accessible and available to
anyone who might reasonably
want to access it.

• Examples of written
and verbal guidance,
demonstrating how it relates
to the provisions in the code.

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.

• Concerns are welcomed,
valued and treated seriously.

8D

• Information on how guidance
is accessible, including for
vulnerable individuals and those
who need additional support.

• Individuals are not victimised
for contacting the hotline;
safeguards and monitoring
are in place to ensure that
this does not happen.
• The Regulator ensures that
the hotline is easily accessible
and available to anyone who
might reasonably want to
access it.
• Malpractice is identified and
dealt with appropriately and
effectively.
• Confidentiality and anonymity
are assured at all times.
• The Regulator demonstrates
clear leadership and
commitment to whistleblowing.

Recognition matrix

• Information on how the
guidance will operate.

• Details of how the policy
was developed and the
review process.
• Details of hotline operation,
process and budget.
• Published guidance on the
whistleblowing policy.
• Data on its use and
conclusions of whistleblowing.
• Details of senior person(s)
responsible for leadership/
sponsorship of hotline.

Your comments
The wording of 8C appears to
suggest a document giving generic
guidance on the public interest and
its application to particular provisions
of the Code. However, the third
column, through saying that evidence
of both written AND verbal guidance
should be provided, appears to
suggest that a Regulator must
provide a service giving
individualised guidance to individuals
who request it. This appears to go
beyond what 8C requires and would
also appear to overlap with what 8A
requires (if that provision is read as
requiring a Regulator to give
individualised advice too.
Would suggest this could be clarified
to make clear what is expected perhaps to clarify that the evidence
required is only a document
containing generic guidance.
Finally, if it is expected that the
Regulator should keep the Guidance
under regular review (e.g. to respond
to changing case law) then it would
be helpful if this were stated.
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Charter Criteria

Examples of proposed indicators

Examples of possible evidence

Your comments

• The Regulator monitors and
records data arising from any
use of the hotline and learns
from and acts appropriately
on: concerns raised; action
taken; and outcomes.
• The Regulator has appropriate
tools to support individuals
who raise concerns.
9

The Board should require,
of those who subscribe,
appropriate internal governance
processes (for dealing with
complaints and compliance
with the standards code),
transparency on what
governance processes they
have in place, and notice of any
failures in compliance, together
with details of steps taken to
deal with failures in compliance.

• The Regulator requires
subscribers to have
procedures in place for
dealing with complaints
and standards compliance,
recording and reviewing of
compliance failures (where
provided) and remedial
actions taken/reports made.

• Contract/terms and
conditions/Articles of
Association between the
Regulator and subscriber
demonstrating requirements
in criterion 9.
• Associated practices
and procedures.

• The Regulator requires the
subscriber to nominate a
senior individual to take
responsibility for dealing
with and compliance with
the standards code.
• The Regulator requires
subscribers to be transparent
in their processes.

Recognition matrix
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Charter Criteria

Examples of proposed indicators

Examples of possible evidence

10

• The complaints procedure is
easily accessible and available
to anyone who might reasonably
want to access it.

• Complaints handling policy
and process.

The Board should require all
those who subscribe to have
an adequate and speedy
complaint handling mechanism;
it should encourage those
who wish to complain to do so
through that mechanism and
should not receive complaints
directly unless or until the
internal complaints system
has been engaged without the
complaint being resolved in an
appropriate time.

• The Regulator requires
subscribers to have a
mechanism for dealing with
complaints which is adequate
and speedy including in that
it should:
-- be publicised in a way
which ensures that people
who might wish to take
advantage of it would know
of its existence and how to
use it;
-- identify when a complaint is
being made and understand
the reason for that
complaint;
-- acknowledge receipt
of complaint and notify
complainant how the
complaint will be handled in
an appropriate timeframe;
-- share findings of
investigations and
conclusions with
complainant;

Recognition matrix

• Written agreements between
the Regulator and subscribers
regarding the handling and
escalation of complaints.
• Data on volume and type
of complaints received by
(a) subscribers and (b) the
Regulator; time taken to
handle each stage of the
complaint and total time taken
to resolve (including measured
from the point of first contact).
Analysis provided of such data.
• Data on volume of complaints
escalated to the Regulator
and/or arbitration etc.

Your comments

It would seem reasonable to suggest
that any complaints handling
mechanism should contain a fixed
deadline for complaints to be
resolved (e.g. 4 weeks, perhaps with
a provision for extension in
exceptional circumstances, e.g. re a
complaint raising particularly complex
factual issues). If the PRP agrees
that a fixed deadline is preferable to
a vague term such as. 'within an
appropriate time', then this could
helpfully be stated in column 2.
As with other 'evidence' columns,
there is evidence here that could not
be provided by a nascent Regulator,
but which would reasonably be
required e.g. on a two year review of
a Recognised Regulator. It would be
helpful here, and in other relevant
places for column 3 to distinguish
between evidence that is always
required and evidence that is only
required of an operating Regulator
with subscribers.
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Charter Criteria

Examples of proposed indicators

Examples of possible evidence

Your comments

-- provide notice of any failures
in compliance information
on the steps taken to deal
with such failures; and
-- if the complaint is not
resolved, provide details on
how the complaint can be
referred to the Regulator;
• The Regulator ensures that
the subscriber’s complaints
mechanism has regard to
conflicts of interests.
• The Regulator has in place
mechanisms which ensure
that subscribers deal with
complaints in a timeframe
that is effective and
proportionate for
the subscriber and
type of complaint.
• The Regulator requires
subscribers to have an
accessible complaints
mechanism that considers
vulnerable individuals
and those who need
additional support.

Recognition matrix
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Charter Criteria

Examples of proposed indicators

Examples of possible evidence

11

The complaints procedure:
• Is publicised and explained
in a way which makes it easily
accessible and available to
anyone who might reasonably
want to access it.

• Contract, terms and
conditions or Articles
of Association between
the Regulator and the
subscriber demonstrating
the power to hear and
decide on complaints.

The Board should have the
power to hear and decide on
complaints about breach of the
standards code by those who
subscribe. The Board will need
to have the discretion not to
look into complaints if they feel
that the complaint is without
justification, is an attempt to
argue a point of opinion rather
than a standards code breach,
or is simply an attempt to
lobby. The Board should have
the power (but not necessarily
the duty) to hear complaints:
a) from anyone personally and
directly affected by the alleged
breach of the standards code, or
b) where there is an alleged
breach of the code and there
is public interest in the Board
giving consideration to the
complaint from a representative
group affected by the alleged
breach, or
c) from a third party
seeking to ensure accuracy
of published information.
In the case of third party
complaints the views of the
party most closely involved
should be taken into account.

Recognition matrix

• Operates in a manner
and on a timescale
which ensures complaint
adjudications are effective.

Your comments

• Policy and procedures for
dealing with complaints.
• Criteria for dismissing
complaints and examples of
documentation/publications
to demonstrate the process is
clearly available to the public
and subscribers.
• Documentation/guidance on
the handling of public interest
and third party complaints
(including published policies).
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Charter Criteria

Examples of proposed indicators

Examples of possible evidence

12

• No elaboration proposed.

• Organisation structure
and details of the scheme of
delegations to committees
and/or individual staff
members for handling
complaints.

Decisions on complaints should
be the ultimate responsibility
of the Board, advised by
complaints handling officials to
whom appropriate delegations
may be made.

Your comments

• Terms of reference/minutes
demonstrating delegation
powers and terms.
• Process used to
investigate complaints
and present findings to
the Board for decision.
12A

13

The Board should be
prepared to allow a complaint
to be brought prior to legal
proceedings being commenced.
Challenges to that approach
(and applications to stay or
sist) can be decided on
the merits.

• No elaboration proposed.

• Policy on complaints handling,
including the process for
considering challenges.

Serving editors should not
be members of any Committee
advising the Board on
complaints and should not
play any role in determining
the outcome of an individual
complaint. Any such Committee
should have a composition
broadly reflecting that of the
main Board, with a majority
of people who are independent
of the press.

• The Regulator takes
appropriate governance steps
to ensure that serving editors
do not advise on complaints,
or determine their outcome.

• Composition of the
Complaints Committee
(or Panel) responsible for
advising the Board on
complaints, demonstrating
independence from the press.

Recognition matrix
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Charter Criteria

Examples of proposed indicators

Examples of possible evidence

14

It should continue to be the case
that complainants are able to
bring complaints free of charge.

• No elaboration proposed.

• Regulator’s complaints policy
and procedure.

15

In relation to complaints, where
a negotiated outcome between
a complainant and a subscriber
(pursuant to criterion 10) has
failed, the Board should have
the power to direct appropriate
remedial action for breach of
standards and the publication
of corrections and apologies.
Although remedies are
essentially about correcting
the record for individuals, the
power to direct a correction
and an apology must apply
equally in relation to:
a) individual standards
breaches; and
b) groups of people as defined
in criterion 11 where there is no
single identifiable individual
who has been affected; and
c) matters of fact where
there is no single identifiable
individual who has
been affected.

• The Regulator’s approach to
appropriate remedial action is
a reasonable one.

• Contract/Articles of
Association/terms and
conditions between the
Regulator and subscribers
demonstrating the Regulator’s
power to direct appropriate
remedies including corrections
and apologies.

Recognition matrix

• The mechanisms for
achieving that are designed
to be effective (including
sufficiently fast) and operate
in that way.

• Information on the power to
direct the press, including as
seen in instances when it has
and has not been applied.
• Information on handling
breaches in criterion (a), (b)
and (c) where no significant
identifiable individual has
been affected.
• Instances of remedies
directed and evidence
of actions taken by
the subscriber.

Your comments

Bullet point one in the Indicators
column is I think too vague (what
does 'reasonable' mean? If for
example, the PRP's view is that a
reasonable approach could be one
that required subscribers to publish
apologies and corrections with equal
prominence to the original article,
then this should be clarified. This is
obviously a key point as a key
complaint about newspaper
responses to PCC, now IPSO
adjudications or settlements is that
corrections are usually tucked away
in very small type some way into the
newspaper.

• Information on the operation
of remedies, including
information about the
instances of its use
and non-use.
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Charter Criteria

Examples of proposed indicators

Examples of possible evidence

16

In the event of no agreement
between a complainant and a
subscriber (pursuant to criterion
10), the power to direct the
nature, extent and placement of
corrections and apologies should
lie with the Board.

• No elaboration proposed.

• Process and procedures
to direct apologies
and corrections.

The Board should not have the
power to prevent publication of
any material, by anyone, at any
time although (in its discretion)
it should be able to offer a
service of advice to editors
of subscribing publications
relating to code compliance.

• No elaboration proposed.

The Board, being an
independent self-regulatory
body, should have authority
to examine issues on its
own initiative and have
sufficient powers to carry
out investigations both into
suspected serious or systemic
breaches of the code and
failures to comply with
directions of the Board. The
investigations process must
be simple and credible and
those who subscribe must be
required to cooperate with any
such investigation.

• The Regulator has a
reasonable approach to
deciding what are serious
or systematic breaches of
the code.

17

18

Recognition matrix

• Contracts and agreements to
demonstrate that subscribers
agree to adhere to directions.

Your comments

The second bullet point in the third
column is an example of where an
asterisk could be used to signify: 'not
required of a nascent Regulator'.

• Contract/Articles of
Association/terms and
conditions between the
Regulator and subscribers
making clear that the
Regulator does not have the
power to prevent publication.
• Guidance provided to editors
on code compliance.
• Articles of Association/
Agreements with subscribers
confirming the Regulator’s
authority to examine issues on
its own initiative and giving
it the powers to carry out
investigations.

Again 'reasonable approach' is a little
vague. If for example, it would be
relevant for the Regulator to consider
whether the breaches amounted to
gross or repeated violations of Article
8 ECHR, this could be specified.

• Information on the approach
taken to deciding what
amounts to serious or systemic
breaches of the code.
• The investigation process.
• Approved budget for
independent investigations.
• Internal/external reviews of
compliance procedures.
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Charter Criteria

Examples of proposed indicators

Examples of possible evidence

19

• The Regulator’s approach
to imposing sanctions is a
reasonable one.

• Contractual agreements
between the Regulator and
subscriber on enforcement
of directions and agreement
to comply.

The Board should have the
power to impose appropriate
and proportionate sanctions
(including but not limited to
financial sanctions up to 1% of
turnover attributable to the
publication concerned with
a maximum of £1,000,000)
on any subscriber found to
be responsible for serious
or systemic breaches of the
standards code or governance
requirements of the body.
The Board should have
sufficient powers to require
appropriate information
from subscribers in order to
ascertain the turnover that is
attributable to a publication
irrespective of any particular
accounting arrangements of
the publication or subscriber.
The sanctions that should
be available should include
power to require publication
of corrections, if the breaches
relate to accuracy, or apologies
if the breaches relate to other
provisions of the code.

Recognition matrix

Your comments

• Data on where the power has
been applied and/or reasons
why sanctions have not been
applied and action taken.
• Information on how the
Board will approach sanctions
including deciding on what
is appropriate and
on proportionality.
• Information on how the Board
will approach decisions on
calculating fines.
• Information demonstrating
powers to gather turnover
information in a manner and
timescale which ensures
that the overall process
remains effective.
• Information on, and approach
to, the requirement to
publish corrections.
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Charter Criteria
19A

The Board should establish
a ring-fenced enforcement
fund, into which receipts from
financial sanctions could be
paid, for the purpose of
funding investigations.

Examples of proposed indicators

Examples of possible evidence

• No elaboration proposed.

• Information on how the Board
has established a sufficient
enforcement fund, and
how the fund is separated
for the purpose of
funding investigations.

Your comments

• Information on how the
Board has satisfied itself
as to the sufficiency of the
enforcement fund.
20

The Board should have both
the power and a duty to
ensure that all breaches of
the standards code that it
considers are recorded as
such and that proper data is
kept that records the extent to
which complaints have been
made and their outcome; this
information should be made
available to the public in a way
that allows understanding
of the compliance record
of each title.

Recognition matrix

• No elaboration proposed.

• Agreements between the
Regulator and subscribers
demonstrating the power
specified in criterion 20.
• Evidence of manner
in which breaches are
found and complaints
have been recorded.
• Information on how the
information is made available
to the public to ensure the
public understands the
compliance record of
each title.
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Charter Criteria

Examples of proposed indicators

Examples of possible evidence

21

• Annual report is easily
accessible and available to
anyone who might reasonably
want to access it.

• Information about the format
and timescales for publication
of annual report.

The Board should publish an
Annual Report identifying:
a) the body’s subscribers,
identifying any significant
changes in subscriber numbers;
b) the number of:
(i) complaints it has handled,
making clear how many of them
are multiple complaints,
(ii) articles in respect of which it
has considered complaints to be
without merit, and
(iii) articles in respect of which
it has considered complaints to
be with merit, and the outcomes
reached, in aggregate for all
subscribers and individually in
relation to each subscriber;
c) a summary of any
investigations carried out and
the result of them;
d) a report on the adequacy
and effectiveness of compliance
processes and procedures
adopted by subscribers; and
e) information about the extent
to which the arbitration service
has been used.

Recognition matrix

Your comments

• Annual report is
published annually.
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Charter Criteria

Examples of proposed indicators

Examples of possible evidence

22

• The Regulator either itself
provides, or has in place
arrangements to ensure that
someone else will on its behalf
provide, the arbitral process.

• Information as to how the
arbitral process operates in
practice and a description of
how it complies with criteria
22 (a) to (g).

The Board should provide an
arbitral process for civil legal
claims against subscribers which:
a) complies with the Arbitration
Act 1996 or the Arbitration
(Scotland) Act 2010
(as appropriate);
b) provides suitable powers
for the arbitrator to ensure the
process operates fairly and
quickly, and on an inquisitorial
basis (so far as possible);
c) contains transparent
arrangements for claims to be
struck out, for legitimate reasons
(including on frivolous or
vexatious grounds);
d) directs appropriate
pre-publication matters
to the courts;
e) operates under the principle
that arbitration should be free
for complainants to use1;

Your comments

• The administration fee is small
and genuinely related to the
costs of administration.

The principle that arbitration should be free does not preclude the charging of a small administration fee, provided that:
(a) the fee is determined by the Regulator and approved by the Board of the Recognition Panel; and
(b) the fee is used for the purpose of defraying the cost of the initial assessment of an application and not for meeting the costs of determining an
application (including the costs of the arbitration).

1. 	

Recognition matrix
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Charter Criteria

Examples of proposed indicators

Examples of possible evidence

• Any variation in terms for
different types of publisher
needs to be such as to
facilitate membership on
fair, reasonable and nondiscriminatory terms.

• Eligibility criteria and process
for joining the Regulator.

Your comments

f) ensures that the parties should
each bear their own costs or
expenses, subject to a successful
complainant’s costs or expenses
being recoverable (having regard
to section 602 of the 1996 Act or
Rule 63 of the Scottish
Arbitration Rules3 and any
applicable caps on recoverable
costs or expenses); and
g) overall, is inexpensive for
all parties.
23

2.

The membership of a
regulatory body should be
open to all publishers on
fair, reasonable and nondiscriminatory terms, including
making membership potentially
available on different terms for
different types of publisher.

• Those terms need properly
to take into account matters
such as the financial position
of a publisher.

• List of current subscribers
by type of membership.
• Anonymised sample
of decision making for
successful and un-successful
membership applications.

Section 60 (Agreement to pay costs in any event): An agreement which has the effect that a party is to pay the whole or part of the costs
of the arbitration in any event is only valid if made after the dispute in question has arisen.

The Rules are set out in Schedule 1 to the Arbitration (Scotland) Act 2010. Rule 63 (Ban on pre-dispute agreements about liability for arbitration expenses)
M: Any agreement allocating the parties’ liability between themselves for any or all of the arbitration expenses has no effect if entered into before the
dispute being arbitrated has arisen.
Recognition matrix
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3. 	

Consultation response

Your response will help us evaluate our proposals for receiving and determining applications
for recognition from press self-regulators, as outlined in the consultation document.
The consultation runs for eight weeks from Monday 8 June to Friday 31 July 2015. You
can make your response through either our website or by completing this form and
emailing to: consultation@pressrecognitionpanel.org.uk.

About you
Surname
Forename(s)
Name of the organisation (if applicable)
Your email address

Confidentiality
A list of respondents and their responses may be published by the PRP following the
end of the consultation period. Please indicate below if you do not wish your name and/
or response to be published. While we may not publish all individual responses, it is PRP
policy to comply with all Freedom of Information requests.
Please do not publish my name
Please do not publish my response
Please do not publish part of my response.
Please specify
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More about you
The information you provide will assist us in understanding the range of
responses we receive.

How are you responding?
As an individual (please indicate)

For an organisation (please indicate)

Academic

Academic institution

Member of the public

Third sector or campaigning organisation

Journalist or media employee

Government

Politician

Member organisation/representative body

Student

Media owner

Other – please specify

National newspaper/magazine/website
Local/regional newspaper/magazine/website
Publisher
Regulator
Trade union
Other – please specify

If you are responding as an individual it would assist us in complying with our obligations
under the Public Sector Equality Duty if you would complete the separate diversity
monitoring form. The completed form will be held confidentially, and will be separated
from your consultation response. The data will be used for statistical purposes only. This
is included as a separate form on our website.

Consultation response
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Questions
Question 1
Do you agree with the principle of using indicators and examples of evidence
as guidance to applicants and the PRP in determining applications?
Yes

No

Give reasons if you wish.

Question 2
Do you agree with the indicators and evidence we propose?
Yes

No

Give reasons if you wish. For specific comments on the criteria, use the comments box
on the matrix.

Question 3
Do you agree with our proposed approach to dealing with applications?
Yes

No

Give reasons if you wish.
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Question 4
Do you agree with our proposed approach to discussions with applicants?
Yes

No

Give reasons if you wish.

Question 5
Do you agree with our proposed approach to granting recognition?
Yes

No

Give reasons if you wish.

Question 6
Do you consider that our proposals will have any impacts, either positive or negative,
including on our compliance with the Public Sector Equality Duty?
Yes

No

Give reasons if you wish.

Questions
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