PRESS RECOGNITION PANEL BOARD MEETING
34th meeting of the Press Recognition Panel
09:00, Wednesday 20 December 2017
Mappin House, 4 Winsley Street, London W1W 8HF
AGENDA
Indicative timings
Public session
1.

Welcome

Chair

09:00

2.

Apologies for absence

Chair

09:00

3.

Declarations of interest

Chair

09:00

4.

Minutes of the meeting held on 24 October 17,
outstanding actions and matters arising
For noting

Chair

09:00 – 09:05

5.

Chief Executive’s report – December 2017
Paper PRP47(17)
For noting

SU

09:05 – 09:25

6.

Board remuneration and
work review
Paper PRP48(17)
For decision

Chair

09:25 – 09:45

7.

Any other business and close of public session
Including comments from the floor

Chair

09:45 – 09:50

Chair

09:50 – 09:55

SU

09:55 – 10:15

Confidential session
8.

9.

Minutes of the meeting held on 24 October 17,
outstanding actions and matters arising
For noting
Quarterly risk register review
Paper PRP49(17)
For decision

10.

Any other business and close of Board meeting
Date and time of next meeting: Tuesday 27 February 2018, at Mappin House, 4
Winsley Street, London W1W 8HF, starting at 09:00.

PRESS RECOGNITION PANEL
Minutes of the
meeting of the Press Recognition Panel Board
held on 24 October 2017 at Mappin House, 4 Winsley Street, London W1W 8HF
33rd

Present:

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

In attendance: Susie Uppal (Chief Executive), Paul Nezandonyi, Simon Edwards,
Adam Gibbs and Saima Ansari
BOARD MEETING – PUBLIC SESSION

Welcome
1.

The Chair welcomed Members and attendees to the thirty third meeting of
the Press Recognition Panel Board.

2.

The Chair noted Tim Suter’s resignation and departure from the PRP
following his appointment to the Board of OFCOM commencing on 2
October 2017. The Board formally congratulated Tim on his new
appointment and expressed appreciation for Tim’s contribution to the
organisation during his tenure.
Declaration of members’ interests

3.

There were no new declarations to note.
Minutes of the meeting held on 23 August 2017, outstanding actions
and matters arising

4.

The minutes of the meeting held on 23 August 2017 were noted as
factually correct. The Board noted the log of outstanding actions and noted
that there were no other matters arising that were not covered elsewhere
on the Agenda.
Chief Executive’s Report – October 2017 – Paper PRP41(17)

5.

The Board received a Paper which provided an update on Executive
activity since the September CEO report.
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6.

The Board reviewed the correspondence that had been received and noted
that the Chief Executive of IPSO had confirmed that there is no bar to IPSO
publishers also joining an approved regulator such as IMPRESS.

7.

The Board discussed the Data Protection Bill 2017 due to enter the
Committee stage of the House of Lords. Under Exemptions, Schedule 2,
Part 5, para 24(4) states that in determining whether it is reasonable to
believe that publication would be in the public interest, the controller must
have regard to any of the codes of practice or guidelines listed in subparagraph (5) that is relevant to the publication in question. The codes of
practice and guidelines listed are—
(a) BBC Editorial Guidelines;
(b) Ofcom Broadcasting Code;
(c) IPSO Editors’ Code of Practice.

8.

The reasoning behind the inclusion of IPSO by the Bill legislative drafters is
unclear. It was noted also that in the past the RFC had asserted that
ownership of the code lay with them so the terminology in the draft bill
would also seem to be incorrect.

9.

Following Lord Levesons recommendations the Charter was created by
Parliament to set the criteria that a press regulator would need to meet to
ensure that it was independent, properly funded and able to protect the
public. The PRP was established by the Charter as the independent body
to oversee those UK press regulators that it has assessed as having met
the Charter criteria. Only approved regulators should be formally included
in the legislation.

10.

The Board agreed that the Executive should write to recommend the
inclusion of the PRP’s approved regulator’s standards code in the list.

11.

The Chair thanked the Board and the Executive for the thorough analysis
that been undertaken when assessing the IMPRESS application for
recognition. The Judicial Review judgement issued on 12 October 2017
had very clearly and unambiguously affirmed that the Board had made a
lawful decision on all grounds.

12.

The Board noted with thanks the contents of the Chief Executive’s report.
Finance Report September 2017 – Paper PRP42(17)

13.

The Board received a Paper which provided an update on the financial
position as at 30 September 2017.
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14.

The following points were raised in discussion:
• The Board noted the latest financial position as at 30 September 2017
and the 6-month review of the budget (reforecast) carried out in October
2017 (prior to the judgment of the Judicial Review).
• Counsel fees and disbursements may increase as indicated.
• The PRP’s own internal legal costs would be calculated so that costs
could be claimed from the NMA, as ordered by the court.
• IMPRESS will be paying its first fee instalment by 3 November 2017).
• It was noted that the HMRC ruling confirmed that the fees would be VAT
exempt.

15.

The Board agreed that as the current banking arrangements continue to
meet the PRP’s needs, no changes should be made at this stage.
Post meeting note: Barclays Bank have confirmed that the current account
will be made dormant and will not affect the continued use of the Barclays
deposit account.

16.

The Board formally confirmed the continued appointment of the Chief
Executive as the PRP’s accounting officer.
Any other business and close of public session

17.

None raised.
BOARD MEETING – CONFIDENTIAL SESSION
Minutes of the meeting held on 23 August 2017, outstanding actions
and matters arising

18.

The confidential section of the Minutes was recorded as factually correct.
Chief Executive’s Report – October 2017 – Paper PRP41(17)

19.

The Board were informed that there had been a slight error by JS2 in
September’s payroll where individual pension contributions for four
members of staff were not deducted. The affected staff were notified
immediately and the payments deducted from October’s payroll as agreed.
JS2 rapidly spotted the error and ensured corrective measures have been
taken to prevent the mistake from being repeated. No further action was
required.
Audit and Risk Committee verbal update

20.

The Chair of the ARC provided a verbal update to the meeting that had
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taken place earlier that morning. The ARC had discussed the recent audit
and noted that there were no recommendations from the NAO to the ARC
for consideration.
21.

The ARC considered the requirement for an internal audit as part of its
regular review and concluded that in view of the size and relative lack of
complexity of the PRP and the control measures in place, an internal audit
will not be commissioned. This matter will be reviewed annually by the
ARC.

22.

The ARC had considered an indicative timetable for the 17/18 audit and
agreed with the NAO that the financial information will be provided at a
condensed single stage. A further update on the planning for the audit will
be provided to the Board in due course.

23.

redacted

24.

The ARC will be considering the impact of the General Data Protection
Regulation that comes into effect in May 2018 and the Board will be kept
informed.

25.

The risk register has been updated and amongst other changes, takes into
account the outcome of the Judicial Review. The updated register will be
considered by the Board at its next meeting in December 2017.

26.

A copy of the ARC minutes will be circulated to the Board for information
once agreed.
Update on IMPRESS Board media activity Implementation Plan –
Paper 43(17)

27.

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”.

28.

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.
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29.

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 noncompliance 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.

30.

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 non-compliance 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.

31.

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.

32.

The PRP Executive therefore delayed their final assessment until the
recommendations had been substantively progressed and IMPRESS and
its report fully published.

33.

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
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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 sub-committees’ A and B of IMPRESS Board. Regulatory subcommittee 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
34.

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.

35.

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 noncompliance 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.

36.

Should the position of any those publishers position change then the PRP
would review the situation to see if any action was required.

37.

Given the factors above, there would no significant public interest in a
formal ad hoc review as contemplated by the Charter being undertaken
now.

38.

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.
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Draft state of recognition report – Paper PRP44(17)
39.

redacted

40.

The Board agreed that it would be useful to write to the Secretary of State
for DCMS to address inaccuracies brought out during her recent
Committee appearance. The letter should be copied to the DCMS
Committee for information.
Post meeting note: A letter was sent by the Chair to the SofS and copied
to the Committee on 6 November 2017.
Review of ad hoc and cyclical review guidance – Paper PRP45(17)

41.

redacted

42.

redacted

43.

redacted

44.

redacted
Any other business and close of confidential session

45.

None raised.
Date and time of next meeting

46.

The next scheduled meeting of the Board will take place at 09:00 on
Wednesday 20 December 2017 at Mappin House, 4 Winsley Street,
London W1W 8HF.

Drafted: Saima Ansari
Executive Administration Manager
Signed: David Wolfe QC
Chair
Dated: 13 November 2017
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PRESS RECOGNITION PANEL
Log of outstanding Board actions as at December 2017
Actions completed or addressed by Papers from subsequent meetings have
been removed from the log

Actions outstanding from the meeting held on 28 March 2017
Paper PRP15(17) Board remuneration and work review
The Board agreed that there should be no change at present and that the
matter should be reconsidered in October 2017. Members should keep a
log of time they have committed to the work of the PRP between March
and October for information.
• Review scheduled as agenda item for Board meeting on 20
December 2017. Board paper PRP48(17) refers.

PRP47(17)

PRESS RECOGNITION PANEL BOARD

CHIEF EXECUTIVE’S REPORT – DECEMBER 2017
20 December 2017

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 November 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
Judicial Review Judgment
4.

As previously reported the judgment for the Judicial Review was given on 12
October 2017 and categorically rejected the NMA’s arguments. 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. No decision has yet
been received.

Stakeholder Engagement
5.

On 8 December 2017, I wrote to peers to provide some background information
about the PRP, press regulation and the Data Protection Bill that was
progressing through the House of Lords. The note addressed questions that
arose following our note to peers in October. A copy of the information sent to
the peers is attached at Annex A and is also available on the PRP’s website.
Page 1 of 3

Data Protection Bill
6.

The Data Protection Bill was debated at report stage in the House of Lords on
11 December 2017 and 13 December 2017 and will again be considered on 10
January 2018. The Bill lists exemptions to the protection of personal data for
special purposes that included journalism. It states 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.

7.

It was the PRP’s independent view that the recognition system, which was
agreed by Parliament, had been omitted from the Data Protection Bill.

8.

Baroness O’Neill, Lord Low, Lord Lipsey and Lord McNally put forward an
amendment that would add “any code which is adopted by an approved
regulator as defined by section 42(2) of the Crime and Courts Act 2013” to the
list of codes of practice. Lord Ashton of Hyde put forward an amendment to
leave out ‘IPSO’. Earl Attlee tabled a new clause: ‘Publishers of news-related
material: damages and costs’, along with interpretive provisions. The full list of
tabled amendments is available online.

Research update
9.

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

Finance Update
10. A bank-reconciled set of management accounts as at 30 November 2017 is
attached at Annex C.
11. The November management accounts now include the commencement of
subscription fees from IMPRESS with effect from 4 November 2017. The
income is being recognised over the period the annual subscription relates to
(£220,000 for the year to 3 November 2018).
12. The deficit for the period ended 30 November 2017 is £319,031 against the
November 2017 forecast of £316,919. This represents a positive variance of
£2,112 on forecast to the year to date. Details and an explanation of why key
variances have arisen are detailed against the relevant lines.
13. The Board is invited to note the latest position regarding the Panel’s finances.
Implications
14. The implications of decisions taken by the Board as set out in this paper are as
follows:
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•

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
15. There are no implications/differences in relation to the areas of work covered in
this paper and the devolved nations.
Communications
16. There are no other issues to report which have communications implications, so
far as I am aware.
Risks
17. There are a range of risks involved in the areas of work covered in this Paper.
Recommendations
18. The Board is asked to note the contents of the Chief Executive’s report.
Attachments
Annex A – Information sent to peers
Annex B - External matters update
Annex C – Management Accounts as at 30 November 2017
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Briefing to Peers – December 2017

Press Regulation and the Data Protection Bill
This note provides some background information about the Press Recognition Panel, press
regulation, and the Data Protection Bill which is currently progressing through the House of Lords.
The Leveson Inquiry
The Leveson Inquiry (2011-12) examined press behaviour following the public outcry over illegal
phone-hacking 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 PRP’s independence
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians and the press. The PRP board was appointed through
an independent process. The Charter itself can only be changed (or any board members removed)
by a two-thirds majority of those who vote in the House of Commons, the House of Lords and the
Scottish Parliament, and with the unanimous agreement of the PRP board. There are no
mechanisms by which Government, politicians or publishers could influence the way the PRP
discharges its obligations.
Since it was established, the PRP has demonstrated its commitment to transparency and shown that
it’s decisions cannot be unduly influenced. The PRP has seen no evidence to suggest that its
independence has ever, or could ever, be compromised.
The PRP’s role
The Charter lists 29 criteria for regulators which, if met, ensure they are independent, properly funded
and able to protect the public. The PRP’s role is to assess regulators against all 29 criteria. The
criteria are interlinked and they must all be met for a regulator to recognised. Where, following an ad
hoc or cyclical review, the PRP concludes that a regulator no longer meets any of the Charter criteria,
the PRP must withdraw recognition.
The PRP’s powers are specific and limited. The PRP is not a regulator. The PRP has no control over
the press and cannot tell any press organisation, publisher or regulator what to do.
Approved regulators
There can be more than one approved regulator. Regulators choose whether or not they want to
apply to be assessed against the Charter.
In October 2016, the PRP board recognised IMPRESS as an approved regulator following a rigorous
assessment process. 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.
1

Relevant publishers
The new system of regulation applies to what the Crime and Courts Act 2013 terms ‘relevant
publishers’ namely businesses that publish news-related material that is written by different authors
and that is subject to editorial control. This includes international, national, regional, local and
hyperlocal titles, operating across print or online or both. It encompasses what might be termed the
‘traditional print press’ as well as the range of newer publications that are proliferating due to the
internet.
The new system of regulation applies to any and all news publishers that can be sued in the courts of
England and Wales. For global companies established overseas, if they have a legal base in England
or Wales sufficient for them to be subject to the jurisdiction of the courts here, the system applies to
them.
Arbitration
A key recommendation of the Leveson Report was to ensure that ordinary members of the public
have affordable access to justice when they are wronged by a publisher – for example in civil cases
of libel, slander, breach of confidence, misuse of private information, malicious falsehood or
harassment.
Arbitration is far cheaper than bringing a legal challenge in court. As with the courts though, there is a
filter system for arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges would be filtered out.
Under the Charter, an approved regulator’s arbitration scheme must be mandatory for all publishers.
A regulator cannot choose which publishers are covered by the scheme, and publishers cannot
choose which cases they allow through to arbitration.
Incentivising publishers and protecting the public
The majority of news publishers in the UK have not currently subscribed to the new system of
regulation in the UK. Although some publishers have chosen to sign up to IMPRESS and others to
IPSO, a great number do not belong to any regulatory or complaints body.
As Leveson acknowledged, convincing incentives are required to encourage publishers to form or
sign up to recognised publishers.
A key incentive is provided by section 40 of the Crime and Courts Act 2013, which has not yet been
commenced by the Government. If commenced, section 40 would give legal protections to publishers
who are members of an approved regulator as well as to the public. This is because anyone wanting
to bring legal action against those publishers could raise the issue through arbitration, and avoid a
costly court case. If someone chose to pursue the matter through the courts rather than through
arbitration, those publishers would be protected from paying any legal costs.
If a regulator chooses not to apply for recognition, there can be no independent verification of its
independence, funding or ability to protect the public. Even if the regulator offered an arbitration
scheme, it would not have been independently assessed by the PRP including in key respects such
as whether it is mandatory and to the processes it offers. This means that the regulator is denying
ordinary people access to independently verified, guaranteed affordable justice. In this situation,
under section 40, if someone pursued a legal case against a publisher through the courts, the
publisher would have to pay its own and the claimant’s costs.
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Section 40
The new system of regulation was intended to prevent politicians from interfering with press
regulation, which everyone agrees should not happen. However, because the Government has not
commenced section 40, political involvement is continuing.
The new system of regulation was devised by Parliament following an independent judge-led inquiry;
it had all-party agreement. None of the arguments against the system that have subsequently
emerged bear scrutiny.
Section 40 should be commenced to give the new system an opportunity to operate.
The Data Protection Bill
Leveson recognised the role that data protection regulation could have in press regulation.
The Data Protection 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
When assessing a regulator, the independent PRP assesses its standards code to ensure it is
Charter compliant, and therefore protects the freedom of the press and the public interest. It is the
PRP’s contention that ‘any code which is adopted by an approved regulator as defined by section
42(2) of the Crime and Courts Act 2013,’ should be added to the list. This wording should be used,
rather than name a specific approved regulator.
The omission of the recognition system from the Data Protection Bill is inconsistent with the
framework previously put in place by Parliament, and means that the very system agreed by
Parliament to oversee press regulation is now disregarded.
Both the current and proposed legislation also allowed/allows for the Minister to decide, following
consultation, to add additional codes to those specified in the Act itself. But that consultation
obligation (or the fact that the Minister has not consulted on adding to the list in the way we
contemplate above) has no relevance at all at this stage when Parliament is deciding what should be
explicitly specified in the Bill itself.
The basis for including the IPSO Editors’ Code of Practice as a separate category in this legislation 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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Annex B to PRP47(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. Johnston Press announced that the i newspaper was making an average monthly
profit of £1m. The paper was sold by Evgeny Levedev in April 2016. Johnston
Press said that revenue had increased by 17% in the third quarter of this year,
with print advertising revenue up 14% year-on-year.
3. The Guardian’s editor Kath Viner revealed that the newspaper would print in
tabloid size from 15 January. It was currently printed in the Berliner format, which
was mid-way between a tabloid and a broadsheet.
4. Press Gazette reported that the BBC had released a list of regional newspaper
titles who have been awarded local democracy reporters and the councils they will
be covering. The majority of the contracts for the pool of 150 BBC-funded
reporters had been awarded to the UK three largest local news publishers - Trinity
Mirror, Newsquest and Johnston Press.
Academic and research
5. According to new research led by Professor Neil Thurman of City University and
LMU Munich, young people in Britain spend nearly twice as much time reading
print newspapers compared with online and app editions of newsbrands. The
study was based on National Readership Survey and Comscore data, and it
showed that in 2016, 18 to 34-year-old readers of eight UK national newspapers
spent a total of 21.7bn minutes reading their print editions compared to 11.9bn
minutes using their websites and apps. The titles considered were Mail, Mirror,
Star, Telegraph, Guardian, Sun, Standard, and Times titles. The study identified
one exception to this trend: the Daily Mail. People under 35 spend more than
twice as much time with the brand online than in print.
Regulatory
6. Press Gazette reported that news site Evolve Politics had joined IMPRESS,
making it the seventy-seventh member of the approved regulator.
Campaigns
7. Hacked Off produced a new video featuring John Cleese explaining section 40 of
the Crime and Courts Act.

Press Recognition Panel

MANAGEMENT ACCOUNTS

8 Months to November 2017

Press Recognition Panel
Period ended 30 November 2017
8 Months to November 2017

Oct 17
Actual Reforecast
£
£

Full year to March 2018

Variance Explanation
£

Budget
£

Oct 17
Reforecast
£

Income
Subscription Fees
Bank Interest

Total Income

16,230
1,389
17,619

22,541
1,622
24,163

(6,311)
233
(6,078)

95,874
3,540
99,414

95,874
2,312
98,187

42,709
42,709

43,908
160
44,068

(1,199)
(160)
(1,359)

65,410
240
65,650

65,912
140
66,052

9,515

6,550

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

2,965 Forecast saving of 30% not realised
due to the report being longer than
anticipated.

Website & Visuals
Total Communications Costs

2,729
12,244

2,863
9,413

180,068
3,092

185,575
4,876

(5,507)
(1,784) 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

41,004
2,200
27
3,976
2,930
15,978
3,068
4,112
20,406
4,675
150
11
281,697

41,188
1,955
177
3,713
3,198
15,840
3,015
4,144
18,646
4,696
128
450
287,601

(184)
245
(150)
263
(268)
138
53
(32)
1,760
(21)
22
(439)
(5,904)

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

336,650

341,082

(4,432)

554,368

524,323

(319,031)

(316,919)

(2,112)

(454,954)

(426,137)

Other costs
Executive team costs
HR & Recruitment

(134)
2,831

not utilised.

(Deficit) for the period
Reserves Bfwd

1,246,359

1,246,359

1,246,359

1,246,359

Reserves Cfwd

927,328

929,440

791,405

820,222

Press Recognition Panel
Period ended 30 November 2017
Nov-17
£

£

Mar-17
£

£

Current Assets
Current account
Deposit account
Barclays account
Cash at bank

224,143
805,166

Prepayments
Trade debtors
Accrued Income
Third Party Deposit
Sundry debtors

15,162
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
1,029,309

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

132,389

15,030
203,770
8,021
1,725
5,824

39,119

9,034
1,103
13,524
2,310
21,210
234,370

47,181

927,328

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

(319,031)
927,328

(707,713)
1,246,359

PRP48(17)

PRESS RECOGNITION PANEL BOARD
BOARD REMUNERATION AND WORK REVIEW
Meeting: 20 December 2017

Status: for decision

Lead responsibility: David Wolfe, Chair

Contact details: Saima Ansari

Purpose
1.

The Board had anticipated greater clarity on the future work of the PRP by this
stage; however, there is still uncertainty about the Government’s intention with
regard to the implementation of section 40.

2.

Notwithstanding this, the Executive have moved to the new fixed and variable
model of working with remaining staff reducing their working hours and the use
of external providers and consultants to fulfil roles when there are peaks in
workload.

3.

The Board meetings were reduced to bi-monthly from May 2017 with the Board
continuing to receive the Chief Executive’s report and financial information in
the months it does not meet.

4.

The purpose of this paper is to seek the Board’s views in relation to
remuneration for the Chair, Board Members, the Chair of the Audit and Risk
Committee (ARC) and the independent member of the ARC post January 2018.

Executive Summary
5.

The Terms of Membership of the Press Recognition Panel, including
remuneration, are delegated to the Board under the terms of the Charter (para
5.3):
‘The Board may make arrangements to pay or make provision for paying, in
respect of any Member, such amounts by way of allowances or gratuities as the
Board determines. The amount of any such allowances or gratuities shall be set
having regard to the prevailing rates payable to the members of boards of public
sector bodies’.
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Background
6.

The Board will recall that consultants GatenbySanderson were engaged to
undertake a comprehensive analysis of the rates of pay across the public sector
in November 2014, and the results were presented to the Board at its first
meeting on 5 December 2014. The Board agreed that rather than a daily rate,
an annual fixed sum was preferred, with an indication of the number of days to
be worked per annum, to be paid in twelve equal monthly instalments. The
Board agreed the rate of £30,000 per annum for the Chair, for a minimum time
commitment of 60 days per annum, and the rate payable to Board Members of
£6,000 per annum for a minimum time commitment of 20 days per annum.

7.

GatenbySanderson found that the daily rates for Chairs commonly fell between
£200 and £599, with a recommendation that the daily rate for the Chair during
the set-up phase of the organisation should be between £375 and £500. In
respect of Board members, the consultants found that the daily rates for Board
members commonly fell between £199 and £399, with a recommendation that
the daily rate for Members during the set-up phase of the organisation should
be between £250 and £350.

8.

The Board reviewed the remuneration rates again at its meeting on 18
November 2015. On the basis that market rates across the public sector for
non-executive chairs and board members were likely to only have moved
marginally, if at all, since the initial decision, the remuneration remained
unchanged for the Board and Chair and it was agreed that the rates would be
reviewed annually.

9.

The Board considered this matter again at its meeting on 28 March 2017 and
agreed that there should be no change at that time but that the matter should
be reconsidered by them in October 2017 (postponed to December 2017) once
the landscape was clearer. It was agreed In March 2017 that members should
keep a log of time they have committed to the work of the PRP for information.

Remuneration Review 2017
10. A review was conducted on vacancies recently advertised on the websites for
the Centre for Public Appointments and GatenbySanderson. A sample of the
recent vacancies and remunerations rates with anticipated time commitments,
is attached at Annex A for information. In addition, we have also reviewed the
Cabinet Office’s publication, Pubic Bodies 2016, that provides details of
remuneration paid to Chairs and Board Members. We have also reviewed the
remuneration paid to the Chair and Board members of the PSA and the rates
are broadly comparable. The Professional Standards Authority ARC Chair is
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paid significantly more; however, the breadth and scope of the work is
considerably wider.
11. The review sample demonstrates that generally, the daily remuneration rates for
Board members commonly falls between £250 and £450 and for the Chair,
between £375 and £600. On the basis of this information, the current Board
and Chair remuneration remains comparable to prevailing rates payable to the
members of boards of public sector bodies. There has been a marginal increase
at the upper end of the rates payable for both Chair and Board members in the
market and the Board may wish to revisit the remuneration presently paid in
light of this information.
Audit and Risk Committee Remuneration
12. Standard practice remains that members should receive a set extra amount for
additional commitments, usually as Chair of an ARC. At its meeting on 30 June
2015, the Board agreed to constitute an ARC, to be chaired by Harry Rich, who
would be paid additional remuneration of £1,500 annually to reflect the duties
he would incur as Chair of the ARC. It would be prudent to review this figure
now in view of the time that has lapsed and on the basis of current evidence
underpinning the time commitment that the role entails.
13. In parallel, it is recommended that the remuneration of the independent member
Kathryn Cearns is considered at this stage too. At present, Kathryn is paid
£300 a day and was originally retained to provide the PRP with 3 days a year.
At present, the time commitment is approximately 3 to 4 days a year and with
advice on other financial matters, it would be appropriate to factor 5 days in
total. In line with other Members, it is recommended that Kathryn is paid an
annualised sum, paid equally in 12 monthly instalments. Following discussion
with the Chair of the ARC, it is recommended that an annual figure of £1500
would be appropriate.
Work Review
14. As agreed, 6 Board meetings are presently scheduled to take place in 2018,
with monthly CEO and finance reports provided by the Executive (and published
on the PRP website). The Board will continue to receive papers for
consideration ex committee as necessary. The Board may wish to discuss
whether it would be advantageous to review the predicted work for 2018 at this
stage or whether this should be postponed until the next Board meeting in
February 2018 when the draft Business Plan and Budget will be considered.
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Implications
15. The implications of decisions taken by the Board as set out in this paper are as
follows:
• Budget – there is sufficient budget available to pay the range of rates set
out in this paper.
• Legislation – the Charter gives the Board the power to set its own
remuneration.
• Resources – no specific issues arise.
• Equality, Diversity and Inclusion – no specific issues arise.
Devolved Nations
16. There are no identifiable implications/differences in relation to this area of
activity and the devolved nations.
Communications
17. The policy on Board member remuneration will be updated following the Board
decision and brought to the Board ex committee for ratification prior to
publication on the PRP website.
Risks
18. There is a risk of challenge with the Board in setting its own remuneration;
however, the Charter specifically makes this compulsory. The independent
report prepared by external consultants in 2014 provided assurance that the
Board member rates remain comparable with other public-sector bodies. The
light touch review undertaken by the Executive confirms that there has not been
a significant change in the rates since this exercise was completed.
19. The PRP operates in an open and transparent manner and continues to
proactively review costs and ensures compliance with good practice and
Managing Public Money guidance.
Recommendations
20. The Board is invited to:
•

Discuss if a review of the anticipated work for 2018 should be
undertaken at this stage or postponed until the next Board meeting in
February 2018 and considered alongside the draft Business Plan and
Budget.
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•

Discuss and agree the daily remuneration rates for the Chair of the
Board and Board Members, Chair of the ARC and Independent
Member of the ARC and confirm whether this amount should be paid
as an annualised amount, to be paid in 12 equal instalments based on
an agreed minimum time commitment.

Attachment
Annex A – Sample of remuneration paid to Chairs and members of public
bodies
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Annex A to PRP48(17)
Sample vacancies for public appointments of Board members/ Non-Executive
Directors and Chairs

Role
Chair:
UK Research and
Innovation, Chair
Her Majesty’s Prison
Service, Chair
Intellectual Property Office,
Chair
Social Security Advisory
Committee, Chair
Professional Standards
Authority, Chair
Members:
Professional Standards
Authority, Board Members

Highways England, NED
Her Majesty’s Prison
Service, NED
Port of Tyne, NED
Regulatory Policy
Committee, members (BEIS)
Investigatory Powers
Tribunal, Member
The British Tourist Authority,
NED
College of Policing,
Independent Board Members
ARC Chair:
Professional Standards
Authority, ARC Chair

ARC Members:
UK Research and Innovation
Audit, Risk, Assurance and
Performance Committee,
members

Remuneration

Time commitment

£28,000 per annum

4 days a month

£15,000 per annum

10-20 days per annum

£10,000 per annum

£22,000 per annum

6 meetings a year with
additional activities equating to
approx. 22 days each year
5 days a month

£36,000 per annum

Approximately 8 days a month

£7,500 per annum
Rates set by Privy
Council

£25,000 per annum
£12,000 per annum

Board members to attend all
board meetings (six including
one over-night meeting) and
everyone to serve on one
committee (four meetings)
Various other activities as
required.
Minimum of 27 days per annum
10-20 days per annum

£14,566 per annum
£350 per day

14 days per annum
Up to 40 days per annum

£864.60 per day
£320 per day

At least 15 days a year up to a
maximum of 150 days
2 days a month

£250-300 per day

15-18 days per annum

£12,500

Not specified for Audit Chair
except as above for PSA Board
members.

£3,400 per annum

10 days per year
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Education and Skills Funding
Agency, ARC members
Public Sector Audit
Appointments Ltd – audit
committee independent
member

£500 per meeting

8 days per year

£2000 per annum

Minimum of 2 audit meetings a
year
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