PRESS RECOGNITION PANEL BOARD MEETING
35th meeting of the Press Recognition Panel
09:00, Tuesday 27 February 2018
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 20 December 17,
outstanding actions and matters arising
For noting

Chair

09:00 – 09:05

5.

Chief Executive’s report – February 2018
Paper PRP51(18)
For noting

SU

09:05 – 09:25

6.

Finance report – January 2018
Paper PRP52(18)
For noting

SU

09:25 – 09:30

7.

Annual governance procedures and
policies review
Paper PRP53(18)
For decision

SU

09:30 – 10.00

8.

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

Chair

10.00 – 10.05

Chair

10:05 – 10:10

Confidential session
9.

Minutes of the meeting held on 20 December 17,
outstanding actions and matters arising
For noting

10.

Quarterly risk register review
Paper PRP54(18)
For decision

SU

10:10 – 10:25

11.

Draft business plan and budget
Paper PRP55(18)
For discussion

SU

10:25 – 10:55

12.

Any other business and close of Board meeting
Date and time of next meeting: Tuesday 24 April 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 20 December 2017 at Mappin House, 4 Winsley Street, London W1W 8HF
34th

Present:

David Wolfe QC (Chair), Harry Cayton, Carolyn Regan and Harry
Rich

Apologies:

Emma Gilpin-Jacobs

In attendance: Susie Uppal (Chief Executive), Paul Nezandonyi, Adam Gibbs and
Saima Ansari
BOARD MEETING – PUBLIC SESSION
Welcome
1.

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

2.

The Chair noted that apologies had been received from Emma GilpinJacobs. Emma had however provided comments on the papers and these
would be considered during the course of the meeting.
Declaration of members’ interests

3.

There were no new declarations to note.
Minutes of the meeting held on 24 October 2017, outstanding actions
and matters arising

4.

The minutes of the meeting held on 24 October 2017 were noted as
correct. The Board noted the log of outstanding actions and that there
were no other matters arising that were not covered elsewhere on the
Agenda.
Chief Executive’s Report – December 2017 – Paper PRP47(17)

5.

The Board received a Paper which provided an update on Executive
activity since the November CEO report. To date, no decision has yet been
received on the application by the NMA to the Court of Appeal seeking
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permission to appeal the decision.
6.

The Chair and the Chief Executive had met with Lord Lipsey’s group. It
was clear that there was still considerable misunderstanding about the
recognition system. To address this, peers had been specifically asked
what topics required clarification and this had resulted in an updated myths
and fact sheet. This was circulated to all peers earlier this month and is
available on the PRP website.

7.

The Board discussed the recent Lords debate on the draft Data Protection
Bill and the proposed amendments; in particular under Exemptions,
Schedule 2, Part 5, para 24(4) the implication of the removal of ‘IPSO’ from
sub -paragraph (5) (c) which currently reads ‘IPSO Editors’ Code of
Practice’. It was agreed that it would be advisable to write to DCMS to
inform them of the PRP’s view of the practical implications of the
suggestion.
Post meeting note: A letter from the Chair was sent to Lord Ashton of
Hyde on 10 January 2018.

8.

The Board observed the recent media reports saying that the Government
has had to delay a decision on whether to push ahead with the second part
of the Leveson inquiry after Sir Brian Leveson asked to review submissions
from newspapers. This had also been highlighted during the Lords’ debate
on the Data Protection Bill. The media reports further quoted a spokesman
for DCMS saying that the Government’s response would be published early
next year.

9.

The Board agreed that it would be useful to send a copy of the PRP’s
annual state of recognition report to Sir Brian Leveson for reference.
Post meeting note: The Executive had sent a copy in November 2017 to
Sir Brian Leveson as part of the wider dissemination of the report to all
peers at the time of publication.

10.

The Executive would provide a further update on the amendments to the
Bill following the Lords’ debate on 10 January 2018.

11.

The Board noted the latest financial position as at 30 November 2017 and
reviewed the Management Accounts. It was agreed that the reference to
‘trade debtors’ on the accounts should be amended to ‘outstanding fees’
for accuracy.

12.

The Board noted that the current banking arrangements continue to meet
the PRP’s needs and both the Barclays and Handelsbanken accounts
effectively disperse the financial risk of fraud.
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13.

The Board noted the NMA’s complaint to the Cabinet Office that had been
circulated to the Board as part of the update in the November CEO report.
The PRP has publicly reiterated that the organisation remains independent
of government.

14.

The Board noted with thanks the contents of the Chief Executive’s report.
Board remuneration and work review – Paper PRP48(17)

15.

The Board had initially considered this issue in their March 2017 Board
meeting and agreed to defer until further clarity had been received in
relation to section 40 and the outcome of the Government’s consultation. It
was deemed prudent to consider this matter at regular intervals to take into
account any relevant developments.

16.

The Board observed that market rates had increased slightly and agreed
remuneration should be set competitively in view of any potential future
recruitment activity. The work completed in the previous years was also
discussed, with specific regard to the roles of the Chair of the Audit and
Risk Committee (ARC) and the ARC Independent Member.

17.

The Board agreed:
• The current annualised remuneration rate continued to remain
appropriate for Board Members.
• [with Harry Rich absent from the room] The remuneration for the
Chair of the ARC should be increased from the current amount of
£1500 to £2500 annually.
• The Independent Member of the ARC should be paid an annualised
sum of £1500, to be paid in monthly equal instalments to reflect
current market rates and minimise administrative action.
• The remuneration rates would continue to be reviewed annually,
with the next review scheduled for the December 2018 Board
meeting.
Any other business and close of public session

18.

None raised.
BOARD MEETING – CONFIDENTIAL SESSION
Minutes of the meeting held on 24 October 2017, outstanding actions
and matters arising

19.

The confidential section of the Minutes was recorded as correct. The Board
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observed that greater information was being made available to the public
where possible in the confidential sessions with minimal redactions.
Quarterly risk register review – Paper PRP49(17)
20.

The Board discussed the risks captured in the register which reflected the
ARC’s amendments following the ARC meeting on 24 October 2017.

21.

redacted
Post meeting note: The updated risk register will be considered by the
Board at its next meeting in February 2018.
Any other business and close of confidential session

22.

Harry Cayton informed the Board of his unavailability for the meeting in
February 2018 due to conflicting work commitments.
Date and time of next meeting

23.

The next scheduled meeting of the Board will take place at 09:00 on
Tuesday 27 February 2018 at Mappin House, 4 Winsley Street, London
W1W 8HF.
Drafted: Saima Ansari
Executive Administration Manager
Signed: David Wolfe QC
Chair

Page 4 of 4

PRP51(18)

PRESS RECOGNITION PANEL BOARD

CHIEF EXECUTIVE’S REPORT – FEBRUARY 2018
Meeting: 27 February 2018

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 January 2018 CEO report. The January CEO Report and
supporting Annexes are provided for information at Annex A.

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.

No decision has been heard from the Court of Appeal as yet.

IMPRESS
5.

IMPRESS informed us of their intention to make minor changes to their
Arbitration scheme, Regulatory Scheme and Regulatory Scheme procedures
where they refer to the Arbitration scheme.

6.

We will be providing IMPRESS with a preliminary view about any impact of the
proposed changes on their compliance with the criteria. The PRP Executive’s
view will be without prejudice to our full assessment after the changes are
formally submitted to us as a Variation.
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Walter Merricks
7.

Walter Merricks gave a talk on “News publishing in the Digital age and the role
of regulation” on 19 February 2018 at City University.

Data Protection Bill
8.

The Data Protection Bill has completed its House of Lords stages and it was
presented to the House of Commons on 18 January 2018.

Stakeholder engagement
9.

Following the publication of our annual report on the recognition system in
November last year, I wrote to MPs on 8 February 2018 to clarify the PRP’s role
and to address some areas of misinformation. The update explained that one of
the unfounded arguments being put forward by those who are against Section
40 of the Crime and Courts Act is that the legislation would stifle press freedom
and limit investigative journalism. I explained that Section 40 would in fact
support journalism and provide protections to publishers and the public.

10. The update noted that the Data Protection Bill was due to be debated in the
House of Commons shortly. The Bill listed exemptions to the protection of
personal data for special purposes that include journalism. It stated the codes of
practice and guidelines that the courts and the Information Commissioner must
have regard to in determining whether it is reasonable to believe that publication
would be in the public interest and would therefore be entitled to
exemptions. Standards Codes adopted by approved regulators were not on the
list. The Bill omitted the independent system that Parliament agreed would
oversee press regulation in the UK.
11. It is the PRP’s independent view that ‘Any standards code adopted by an
approved regulator, as defined by the Crime and Courts Act 2013’ should be
added to the list of exemptions to the protection of personal data for special
purposes that include journalism, within the draft Bill. A copy of the information
sent to MPs is attached at Annex B.
12. As part of our ongoing commitment to ensuring that the PRP’s work and role
are understood by everyone, the Chair wrote to MPs who had engaged with the
PRP previously to provide an update on our work. He also wrote to MPs who
we noted had an interest in press regulation and areas related to the PRP’s
work. A copy of the letters sent is attached at Annex C.
13. Having noted the increase in parliamentary and media discourse about the
regulation of social media companies and their possible legal status as news
publishers, the Chair wrote to Facebook, Google and Twitter. The Chair
explained that it appeared to the PRP that some social media platforms may
well fall within the Crime and Courts Act 2013 definition of ‘relevant publisher’,
but that it would ultimately be for the courts to determine.
14. The Chair explained that if it was the case that a social media platform was a
‘relevant publisher’, then a regulatory framework already existed in the form of
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the recognition system. Publishers were free to choose to join any recognised
regulator or to form their own regulator. A copy of the letters sent is attached at
Annex D.
Research update
15.

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

Corporate Services
16.

The Board were informed last month that the Handlesbanken – branded
charge card facility will be provided by Lloyds Bank plc. The Board approved
the following agreements ex committee (signed copy provided at Annex F):
• Lloyds Supplemental Agreement
• Schedule to Supplemental Agreement
• Deed of Counter Indemnity
• Resolution re deed of counter indemnity and Lloyds Supplemental
Agreement
• Record of a decision of the PRP Board made by resolution of the Board
on 22 January 2018.

17.

I held the annual review of our IT services and security with the Managing
Director of Comis on 18 January 2018. I have agreed a further 12-month
contract from 1 January 2018 based on a flexible PC based support solution
(as opposed to the current user-based solution) that provides better value for
money in light of the current organisational structure. The monthly cost has
reduced from £262.50 plus VAT to £175 plus VAT. The level of support that is
provided by Comis to Board members will remain unaffected.

18.

I held the annual review of the PRP’s insurance requirements with Robertson
McIsaac on 31 January 2018. Robertson McIsaac have agreed to reduce their
fee for acting on our behalf from £1500 plus VAT to £540 (no VAT to be
added). I am currently awaiting policy renewal costs.

19.

JS2, who provide our accounting services have agreed to further reduce their
costs to £1,350 plus VAT from April 2018. The Board will recall they had
previously reduced their costs from £1,630 to £1,460 plus VAT in October
2017.

20.

I am reviewing our office arrangements for the period commencing 1 June
2018. The quoted renewal costs are significantly higher than the current rate.

21.

I will be reviewing all contracts for services in the coming months to ensure that
they continue to meet our needs and provide value for money. Updates will be
provided in the CEO reports as normal.

22.

In preparation of the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), the
Executive has undertaken a preliminary planning exercise based on the ICO’s
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current guidance on preparing for the GDPR. Further updates will be provided
to the ARC and the Board in due course.
Implications
23. The implications of decisions taken by the Board as set out in this paper are as
follows:
•

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

•

Legislation – The Data Protection Bill and GDPR 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
24. There are no implications/differences in relation to the areas of work covered in
this paper and the devolved nations.
Communications
25. There are no other issues to report which have communications implications, so
far as I am aware.
Risks
26. There are a range of risks involved in the areas of work covered in this Paper.
Recommendations
27. The Board is asked to note the contents of the Chief Executive’s report.
Attachments
Annex A – CEO report January
Annex B – Briefing by the PRP February 2018
Annex C – Letters to MPs dated 8 February 2018
Annex D – Letters to Social Media Companies dated 8 February 2018
Annex E – External Matters Update
Annex F – Handelsbanken documents
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PRP50(18)

PRESS RECOGNITION PANEL BOARD

CHIEF EXECUTIVE’S REPORT – JANUARY 2018
31 January 2018

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 December 2017 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.

No decision has been heard from the Court of Appeal as yet.

IMPRESS
5.

I met with Jonathan Heawood, Walter Merricks and Ed Procter of IMPRESS
who updated us on operational matters.

6.

We had a preliminary discussion about the Cyclical Review which is scheduled
for November 2018 and discussed the steps set out in our Guidance for
preparation for that Review. We will be sending IMPRESS a Cyclical Review
self-assessment template so they can begin thinking about how to collate the
necessary information required.
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Stakeholder engagement
7.

On 8 January 2018, Matt Hancock was appointed Secretary of State for Digital,
Culture, Media and Sport, replacing Karen Bradley. The Chair wrote to Mr
Hancock to introduce the PRP (Annex A).

8.

The Chair and I were invited to present the PRP’s 2017 report on the
recognition system at an informal meeting of cross party peers on 29 November
2017. A note of the information provided by the PRP at the meeting is attached
at Annex B.

9.

Following the publication of PRP’s 2017 report on the recognition system, the
Chair received a letter of acknowledgement from the office of the Lord Chief
Justice (Annex C).

10. The Chair and I will be meeting with Brian Whittle (Conservative MSP for South
Scotland) on 7 March 2018 at his request, in the Scottish Parliament.
Data Protection Bill
11.

The Data Protection Bill was debated at report stage in the House of Lords on
11 December 2017, 13 December 2017 and 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. At the examination of
the Bill on 13 December 2017, Lord Ashton of Hyde put forward an amendment
to leave out ‘IPSO’.

12.

The Chair wrote to Lord Ashton on Hyde on 10 January 2018 and a copy is
attached at Annex D for information.

13.

At the examination of the Bill on 10 January 2018, two further amendments
related to press regulation were put forward. The first was to insert a new
clause: “Inquiry into issues arising from data protection breaches committed by
or on behalf of news publishers” (‘Leveson 2’); and the second amendment
was a clone of section 40 of the Crime and Courts Act 2013 in respect of data
protection. Both amendments were agreed by the Lords.

Stakeholder feedback
14.

We received feedback about IMPRESS’ compliance with Criterion 22 (to
provide an appropriate arbitral process). We did not consider that IMPRESS
breached Criterion 22. We notified the stakeholder that nevertheless, as part of
our cyclical review of IMPRESS’s performance in November 2018, we will be
able to seek evidence from third parties like them about the fairness,
effectiveness and sustainability of their arbitral processes.
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15.

Lord Fairfax spoke by telephone to the Chair on two occasions in December
2017 to clarify facts concerning comments made in the House of Lord’s debate
on the Data Protection Bill. In particular, the Chair clarified that contrary to the
statements being made, there can be more than one approved regulator.
Regulators choose whether or not they want to apply to be assessed against
the Charter.

Research update
16.

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

Finance Update
17. A bank-reconciled set of management accounts as at 31 December 2017 is
attached at Annex F. The management accounts also include the 6-month
reforecast carried out in October 2017.
18. The deficit for the period ended 31 December 2017 is £335,652 against the
December 2017 forecast of £336,398. This represents a positive variance of
£746 on forecast to the year to date. Details and an explanation of why key
variances have arisen are detailed against the relevant lines.
19. As reported last month, the High Court Judgement arising from the Judicial
review awarded the PRP full costs that were incurred on the case. Counsel’s
fees and associated costs (excluding staff time) of £28,296 were incurred as at
31 December 2017. The award income has not yet been provided for in the
management accounts.
20. The Board is invited to note the latest position regarding the PRP’s finances.
Corporate Services
21.

An annual review of our IT services and security was held with the Managing
Director of Comis on 18 January 2018. The Executive will be considering
proposals to move towards a monthly based subscription for our security
licenses and a flexible PC based support solution (as opposed to the current
user-based solution). The level of support that is provided by Comis will remain
unaffected.

22.

The Board will be aware that the Executive have been moving towards the
flexible organisation design from April 2017. The Executive staff reduced their
working days to three from 1 August 2017 and the CEO has similarly reduced
her days to three days from 1 January 2018.

23.

The Executive has commenced the recruitment process for an independent
member of the PRP’s Nomination Committee. The two Board members
interviewing will be Emma Gilpin Jacobs and Carolyn Regan. Candidates are
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invited to submit applications by noon 7 March 2018, with shortlisting
scheduled for 19 March 2018. Interviews will commence on 24 April 2018.
24.

In preparation of the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), the
Executive has undertaken a preliminary planning exercise based on the ICO’s
current guidance on preparing for the GDPR. The PRP’s business partners
have been contacted to provide an update on any implications in relation to
PRP held data. The implications in relation to stakeholder engagement and
consent are being considered by the Executive and the relevant policies will be
updated and brought to the Board for consideration in due course.

Implications
25. The implications of decisions taken by the Board as set out in this paper are as
follows:
•

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

•

Legislation – The Data Protection Bill and General Data Protection
Regulation 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
26. There are no implications/differences in relation to the areas of work covered in
this paper and the devolved nations.
Communications
27. There are no other issues to report which have communications implications, so
far as I am aware.
Risks
28. There are a range of risks involved in the areas of work covered in this Paper.
Recommendations
29. The Board is asked to note the contents of the Chief Executive’s report.
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Attachments
Annex A – Letter to the Secretary of State for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport
Annex B – Note of the information provided to Lord Lipsey and peers
Annex C – Letter from the office of the Lord Chief Justice
Annex D – Letter to Lord Ashton on Hyde
Annex E – External matters update
Annex F – Management Accounts as at 31 December 2017
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Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
The Rt Hon Matt Hancock MP
Department for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport
100 Parliament Street
London SW1A 2BQ
Sent by email only
secretary.statesoffice@culture.gov.uk
11 January 2018
Dear Secretary of State,
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry into the culture, practices and ethics of the
press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
A key recommendation of the Leveson Inquiry 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.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met, ensure
they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role is to
assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
The Charter also requires the PRP to report on the extent to which the new system
of press regulation has succeeded in its aims. In November 2017, we published our
second annual report on the recognition system – please find a copy enclosed. The
report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of people who have
an interest in our work.
A key finding of the report is that the new system of regulation devised by Parliament
following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through the Leveson
Inquiry has not been given an opportunity to operate. Section 40 of the Crime and
Courts Act has not been commenced, and this means that the public protections
recommended by Leveson are not being provided.

Our report also concludes that there continues to be political involvement in press
regulation, which is something that everyone agrees should not happen;
commencement of section 40 would bring that to an end.
We note that the Government has not yet published the outcome of its consultation
on the Leveson Inquiry and its implementation. We appreciate that it is still early on
in your tenure as Secretary of State, so if there is anything that you would find it
useful for us to clarify in relation to our work, please let me know. We regularly seek
to clarify information about our role to ensure that the recognition system is
understood by stakeholders.
We also invite stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend
the same opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP Board are entirely
independent, however they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.

Yours sincerely,

David Wolfe QC
Chair of the Press Recognition Panel

PRESS RECOGNITION PANEL
Note of the meeting of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP) with peers held on 29
November 2017 at the House of Lords.
David Wolfe, Chair of the PRP and Susie Uppal, CEO of the PRP were invited to
meet with Lord Lipsey who chairs an informal series of discussions among peers on
press regulation. The note below covers the information that was provided to
attendees.
Attendees
Lord Lipsey, Chair of the informal group
Earl Attlee
Baroness Hollins
Lord McNally
Gordon Ramsay
Lord Stevenson
Attendees from the PRP
David Wolfe (DW), Chair of the PRP
Susie Uppal, Chief Executive of the PRP
Paul Nezandonyi, taking the note
Welcomes and introductions
1. Lord Lipsey opened the meeting by explaining that the PRP’s 2017 annual report
on the recognition system had been published today. The PRP had been invited
to attend this informal meeting to provide an account of the report.
The PRP’s annual report on the recognition system
DW explained that
2. The 2017 report on the recognition system provided an update on PRP activity
over the last 12 months.
3. In providing some context to the PRP’s work, in November 2016 the Government
launched a consultation on section 40 of the Crime and Court Act, but the
outcome of the consultation was still unknown. DW described how section 40
operated and he explained that it could have been commenced at any time.
Although section 40 did not take effect until there was a recognised regulator,
commencement was not reliant on there being a recognised regulator.
4. Because section 40 had not been commenced, politics continued to be involved
in press regulation – something which everyone agreed should not happen.
5. The PRP’s annual report on the recognition concluded that the recognition
system did not cover the majority of significant relevant publishes. However, it

was too early to assess the success or failure of the system because it had not
yet been fully implemented. It was the PRP’s view that it was too early to
consider statutory regulation of the press.
6. There was a discussion about the potential outcomes to the Government’s
consultation on section 40.
Approved regulator
7. Over the last 12 months the PRP had continued to fulfil its Royal Charter
obligations, including by assessing IMPRESS’ application for recognition, and
then overseeing the approved regulator.
8. The PRP’s report explained that the NMA brought Judicial Review proceedings
against the PRP’s decision the recognise IMPRESS. The NMA challenged the
legality of the decision. The High Court upheld the PRP’s decision.
9. The High Court refused the NMA permission to appeal. The NMA had made an
application to the Court of Appeal seeking permission to appeal the High Court’s
decision. The PRP would defend any appeal.
10. When IMPRESS successfully applied for recognition, it relied on the Editors
Code. The approved regulator subsequently wished to implement its own code,
and the PRP needed to be satisfied that the new code met the Charter criteria.
The PRP assessed the code and the PRP was satisfied that IMPRESS continued
to be Charter compliant.
11. During the last 12 months, the PRP has received two complaints asking the PRP
to implement an ad hoc review. The PRP considered the complaints and
determined that the threshold for an ad hoc review had not been met.
Publishers outside recognition system
12. 10 months ago the Culture, Media and Sport Committee said that IPSO should
be given a year to be Charter compliant, however it was not clear who would
assess IPSO against the Charter. The PRP had not assessed IPSO against the
recognition criteria. It also appeared that there wasn’t enough information about
IPSO in the public domain to carry out a rigorous assessment. If the PRP was to
assess IPSO, the PRP would need access to the same level and detail of
information that IMPRESS provided in its application.
13. There were many publishers that belonged to neither IMPRESS or IPSO. The
PRP had not spoken with the FT or the Guardian recently, so could not comment
on their current views on press regulation, however they had their own
complaints handling systems in place.
14. There was a discussion about the definition of ‘relevant publisher’. DW explained
that the definition included international, national, regional, local and hyperlocal
titles that operated across print or online or both. It encompassed what might be

termed the ‘traditional print press’ as well as the range of newer publications that
are proliferating due to the internet.
15. The new system of regulation applied to any and all news publishers that could
be sued in the courts of England and Wales. For global companies established
overseas, if they had a legal base in England or Wales sufficient for them to be
subject to the jurisdiction of the courts here, the system applied to them.
16. There was a discussion about the range of new publishers that were emerging –
particularly online. DW explained that there were some news publishers who
were clearly within the system – for example HuffPost and Buzzfeed. DW stated
that news programmes such as Radio 4’s Today now covered stories from online
news publishers as well as from the traditional print media.
17. DW explained that there continued to be an ongoing debate about the status of
social media platforms such as Twitter, Facebook and Snapchat. It was for the
courts to decide whether they were relevant publishers.
18. There was a discussion about whether the world had moved on since Leveson
published his report. DW explained that the PRP had not seen any evidence to
suggest that the recommendations in the Leveson Report and the system that
was subsequently intended to be put in place were no longer relevant or
appropriate. The Leveson report, its recommendations, and the recognition
system applied to all relevant publishers. Although the means of delivering news
was changing (from paper to online) along with the range of publishers, the
nature of the response to the issues identified in the Leveson Inquiry remained
the same.
The PRP’s independence
19. It was untrue to say that the PRP was state-controlled. There was no mechanism
for control. The government or politicians were not able to remove PRP board
members, affect the PRP spending, or unduly influence the PRP’s decisions.
20. The PRP had met with Karen Bradley, Secretary of State for Digital, Culture,
media and Sport (December 2016), and that during the meeting she confirmed
that neither she nor any other politicians or part of government or the state had
any ability to steer the PRP in its role.
The PRP’s finances
21. The PRP was funded by an initial exchequer grant of £3m. The PRP had been
prudent with its finances and was continuing to use those funds. Since November
2017, that PRP was charging an annual fee to IMPRESS and was self-funding. If
the PRP received another application for recognition, the applicant would be
charged an application fee by the PRP. If the application was successful, the
approved regulator would be changed an annual fee.

22. The shape and size of the PRP was reducing in line with the current level of
operations to ensure that the PRP was able to fulfil its Charter obligations and
manage its finances effectively.
Arbitration
23. There was a discussion about arbitration. The Charter required arbitration to be
low-cost and compulsory for publishers who were members of an approved
regulator. It was not possible for members of an approved regulator to opt-out of
arbitration.
Investigations
24. There was a discussion about approved regulators’ powers to carry out
investigations. The Charter required approved regulators to be able to carry out
an investigation when there were systemic or significant breaches of the
standards code. and not merely where they are significant and systemic, which
would be very different and a much higher threshold
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Mr David Wolfe QC
Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London
WlW 8HF

16th January 2018

Dear Mr Wolfe QC

Thank you for your letter to the Lord Chief Justice and for the inclusion of your annual
report.
The Lord Chief Justice appreciates the views of the Press Recognition Panel, but you will
appreciate that it would inappropriate for him to comment upon such matters of public and
political interest.
Yours sincerely

Legal and Policy Adviser to the LCJand Head of Criminal Justice

CllS Royal Courts of Justice Strand London WC2A 2LL
Telephone 0207 947 7257 Fax 0207 947 7512 Email sophie.marlow@judiciary.uk
Website www .judiciary.gov.uk

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
By email
10 January 2018

Dear Lord Ashton of Hyde,
I am writing further to the Lords’ examination of the Data Protection Bill on 13
December 2017.
In respect of Schedule 2, Part 5, para 24(5) (c), that lists exemptions to the
protection of personal data for special purposes that include journalism, I understand
that the IPSO Editors’ Code of Practice will be removed.
You will have noted that it is our view that the wording should include codes of
regulators approved by the PRP. To fail to do that would undermine the framework
that was devised by Parliament to oversee press regulation. Notwithstanding this, it
is imperative that a carefully worded umbrella term is inserted in its place so that the
exemptions are extended to codes of practice used by all sections of the press and
not just members of IPSO.
I would be happy to meet to discuss further if you consider that it would be useful.

Yours sincerely,

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

Annex E to PRP50(18)
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. The team behind the hyperlocal London newspapers Peckham Peculiar and
Dulwich Diverter are launching a third publication – the Lewisham Ledger.
Circulation is hoped to hit between 12 and 15,000 copies and it will be distributed
in more than 100 local businesses including pubs, cinemas and laundrettes. The
first issue will be published in the spring and the publishers are now seeking
advertisers, it initially hopes to raise £5,000 through crowdfunding.
3. Facebook has decided to show less content from news publishers and advertisers
on its News Feed in a move that it says will improve the user experience.
However, news publishers have expressed concerns about the financial impact
that this will have on brands that depended on the social media site for traffic.
4. Press Gazette reported that the Times now has a larger daily print circulation than
the Telegraph (when bulk sales are included) for the first time. According to ABC’s
monthly newsbrands report, the Times sold 446,204 copies in December last
year, up on 393,310 at rival the Telegraph, which has seen a 14.5 per cent yearon-year drop in circulation.
5. Popbitch has abandoned banner advertising and opted instead to put up a
paywall. The gossip website’s readers now pay 10p for select articles which then
caps at 30p for the week. Once they reach the cap, readers will have full access
to the website for the week. Popbitch says that this is ‘a more sustainable, less
intrusive solution’.
6. Huffpost has announced that it is changing its approach to blogging. Polly Curtis
explained that the site ‘will not publish blogs that fail to meet an audience interest
test as defined by our editors: they have to be compelling, relevant to our readers
and written from a point of experience. We are also reemphasising that we will not
host bloggers who are commercially invested in what they are writing about, or
those who use their access to the blogs to blag holidays or products.’
Political
7. On 8 January 2018, Matt Hancock was appointed as the new Secretary of State
for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport, replacing Karen Bradley who has been
named as the new Northern Ireland secretary.
8. The Data Protection Bill has been debated in the House of Lords. 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.
9. At the examination of the Bill on 13 December 2017, Lord Ashton of Hyde put
forward an amendment to leave out ‘IPSO’ and this amendment was agreed. An
amendment to 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 was not
moved.
10. At the examination of the Bill on 10 January 2018, two further amendments
related to press regulation were put forward. The first was to insert a new clause:
“Inquiry into issues arising from data protection breaches committed by or on
behalf of news publishers” (‘Leveson 2’); and the second amendment was a clone
of section 40 of the Crime and Courts Act in respect of data protection. Both
amendments were agreed by the Lords.
11. Following the vote, several national newspapers published stories criticising the
Lords for its decision. The new Culture Secretary tweeted that he would seek to
overturn the amendments. Prime Minister Theresa May echoed this in an
interview. Tom Watson issued a Facebook post stating the Labour party’s
commitment to bring into force the Leveson system for independent regulation of
the press and that they would fight to keep the amendments in the Bill when it
goes to the Commons.
12. Arbitration is designed to be cheaper than legal challenges in the court. The new
system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship if the problem occurred. The
PRP has a specific power to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and
regional publishers.
13. The Bill has progressed to the House of Commons for scrutiny.
14. One year has passed since the Government closed its consultation on
implementing Section 40 of the Crime and Courts Act. A timescale for announcing
the outcome of the consultation has not been made public. On 2 January 2018,
Press Gazette reported that the Department for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport
told it: “Sir Brian has requested to see the overall results of the consultation along
with individual responses that were submitted by core participants in the Leveson
Inquiry. Understandably, he wishes to consider the information properly before
giving us his formal view on the issues raised. We will therefore be publishing the
Government’s response to the consultation in the new year.”
15. On 3 January 2018 the government published advice to the public on handling
media attention after a major incident. The advice outlines IPSO’s remit but the
details that it provides about IMPRESS are limited to the approved regulator’s
contact details. The advice also focuses on UK newspapers and broadcast media

(covered by OFCOM), and it does not mention the range of other publications that
exist, such as those that operate online only and those that do not belong to a
regulator at all.
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MANAGEMENT ACCOUNTS

9 Months to December 2017

Press Recognition Panel
Period ended 31 December 2017
9 Months to December 2017

Oct 17
Actual Reforecast
£
£

Full year to March 2018

Variance Explanation
£

Budget
£

Oct 17
Reforecast
£

Income
Subscription Fees
Bank Interest

Total Income

34,958
1,504
36,462

40,874
1,802
42,676

(5,916)
298
(5,618)

95,874
3,540
99,414

95,874
2,312
98,187

47,610
47,610

49,284
205
49,489

(1,674)
(205)
(1,879)

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

2,893
12,408

2,980
9,530

200,608
3,673

208,658
5,423

(8,050)
(1,750) 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

46,273
2,578
27
4,502
2,930
17,818
3,230
4,635
20,406
5,297
158
11
312,146

45,518
2,509
227
4,187
3,198
17,676
3,300
4,666
18,646
5,299
148
600
320,055

755
69
(200)
315
(268)
142
(70)
(31)
1,760
(2)
10
(589)
(7,909)

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

372,164

379,074

(6,910)

554,368

524,323

(335,702)

(336,398)

(454,954)

(426,137)

Other costs
Executive team costs
HR & Recruitment

(87)
2,878

not utilised as yet.

(Deficit) for the period

696

Reserves Bfwd

1,246,359

1,246,359

1,246,359

1,246,359

Reserves Cfwd

910,657

909,961

791,405

820,222

Press Recognition Panel
Period ended 31 December 2017
Dec-17
£

£

Mar-17
£

£

Current Assets
Current account
Deposit account
Barclays account
Cash at bank

179,516
805,331

Prepayments
Outstanding fees
Accrued Income
Third Party Deposit
Sundry debtors

13,115
110,000
177
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
984,847

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

130,292

4,981
185,042
310
8,020
1,725
4,404

39,119

9,034
1,103
13,524
2,310
21,210
204,482

47,181

910,657

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

(335,702)
910,657

(707,713)
1,246,359

Briefing by the Press Recognition Panel - February 2018
Press regulation and the Data Protection Bill
This note provides some background information about the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), press
regulation in the UK, and the Data Protection Bill, which will be debated in the House of Commons
shortly.
Background to the Press Recognition Panel
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 PRP by Royal Charter in October 2013, as an independent body
to oversee press regulators.
What is the PRP’s role?
The Charter lists 29 criteria for press 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.
If, following an ad hoc or cyclical review, the PRP concludes that an approved regulator no longer
meets any of the Charter criteria, the PRP must withdraw recognition.
The PRP’s role is specific and limited. The PRP is not a regulator. The PRP has no control over the
press and it cannot tell any publisher or press regulator what to do.
Which of the criteria are the most important in order for a regulator to be Charter-complaint?
The criteria are interlinked, and they must all be met for a regulator to be recognised by the PRP as
an approved regulator.
The independent PRP is the only body set up to determine recognition following an application – only
the PRP can determine whether a press regulator is Charter-compliant. In order to do this, the PRP
must have access to a wide range of information about a regulator to ensure that the assessment is
robust and thorough.
Is the PRP independent?
Yes. The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, the press or any other body. The PRP board was
appointed through an independent process.
The Charter 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
its decisions cannot be unduly influenced. The PRP has seen no evidence to suggest that its
independence has ever, or could ever, be compromised.
What types of publisher does the new system of regulation apply to?
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.
Although the range of publishers that exist today has changed since the Leveson Report was
published, the scope of the PRP, the Charter and the new system of recognition remain the same.
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.
How many approved regulators currently exist?
Regulators choose whether or not they want to apply to be assessed against the Charter.
In October 2016, the PRP 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.
There can be multiple approved regulators.
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.
What incentive is there for publishers to join the new system of regulation?
As Leveson acknowledged, and as the current situation confirms, convincing incentives are required
to encourage publishers to form or sign up to recognised publishers.
Under the framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson inquiry, a key incentive would be
provided by section 40 of the Crime and Courts Act 2013, but it 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.

What is the implication of section 40 not being commenced?
The Leveson report was published five years ago and 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.
None of the arguments against the new system of press regulation that have subsequently emerged
bear scrutiny.
Section 40 should be commenced to give the new system an opportunity to operate. Without section
40, ordinary members of the public are being denied the legal protections that Leveson
recommended.
How does arbitration work?
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.
What are the key elements of a ‘Leveson-compliant’ arbitration scheme?
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.
Could the new system of regulation bankrupt local publishers?

No, and it is misleading to suggest that it would. Concerns that section 40 and arbitration could
bankrupt the local press are unfounded.
Arbitration is designed to be cheaper than legal challenges in the court. The new system of
regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional publishers to avoid causing
them financial hardship if the problem occurred. The PRP has a specific power to disapply the
arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
Would section 40 stifle press freedom and investigative journalism?
No. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism and protect relevant publishers that are
members of approved regulators, their journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a
genuine legal case against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Does the new system contravene the European Convention on Human Rights?
The PRP has seen no evidence that it would. The PRP has requested further information from
those who argue this point, but nothing definitive has been provided to justify their concerns.
What is the link between press regulation and 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 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 currently included in the Bill are:
(a) BBC Editorial Guidelines;
(b) Ofcom Broadcasting Code;
(c) Editors’ Code of Practice.
The list does not include the codes and guidelines used by news publishers that do not subscribe to
the Editors’ Code of Practice. In particular, the list omits publishers that belong to approved
regulators, making it is inconsistent with the framework put in place by Parliament to oversee press
regulation in the UK.
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.
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.
Contact details
Please contact us if you would like more information: office@pressrecognitionpanel.org.uk.

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Mr Bill Wiggin MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Mr Wiggin,
I am writing to you following the publication of the Press Recognition Panel’s (PRP)
annual report on the recognition system, which we sent to you in November last
year. I have attached a copy for your convenience. Thank you for sharing your views
on the recognition system with us during the public call for information that we held
as part of the preparation of the report.
The independent report concludes that the new system of press regulation devised
by Parliament following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views
through the Leveson Inquiry has not been given an opportunity to operate.
Section 40 of the Crime and Courts Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this
means that the public protections recommended by Leveson are not being provided.
It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately. It is
disappointing attempts to prevent the system that Parliament agreed from working
continue.
One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.

This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation. The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure
that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders, and as you are aware, we
also invite stakeholders to share their views with us. Decisions made by the PRP
Board are entirely independent, however they are informed by the perspectives of
others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private, but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.

I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
The Rt Hon John Whittingdale OBE MP
House of Commons
London SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Mr Whittingdale,
I am writing to you following the recent publication of the Press Recognition Panel’s
(PRP) report on the recognition system, which we sent you in November last year. I
have attached a copy for your convenience.
Our independent report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of
stakeholders who have an interest in our work. In it we note that in October 2015, as
Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport, you announced that it was not the
right time to commence section 40 of the Crime and Courts Act 2013. You stated
that ‘you would like to see the press bring themselves within the Royal Charter’s
scheme of recognition.’
The PRP is the only body set up to determine recognition following an application.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest.
There is currently one recognised regulator – IMPRESS. The current situation makes
it clear that incentives are needed to encourage publishers to join a recognised
regulator or to form their own.
It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately. It is
disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent from working the system
that Parliament devised following the full consideration of all relevant matters and
views through the Leveson Inquiry.
One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case

against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure
that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP are entirely independent, however
they are informed by the perspectives of others.

If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
The Rt Hon Alistair Carmichael MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Mr Carmichael,
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry into the culture, practices and ethics of the
press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
As you will be aware, a key recommendation of the Leveson Inquiry 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.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Royal Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met,
ensure they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role
is to assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
The Charter also requires the PRP to report on the extent to which the new system
of press regulation has succeeded in its aims. In November 2017, we published our
second annual report on the recognition system – please find a copy enclosed. The
report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders
who have an interest in our work and it notes that the Liberal Democrat Party’s
manifesto included a pledge to ensure delivery of independent self-regulation.
A key finding of our report is that the new system of press regulation that Parliament
devised following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through the
Leveson Inquiry has not been fully implemented. Section 40 of the Crime and Courts
Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the public protections
recommended by Leveson are not being provided.

It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately. It is
disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent the system that
Parliament devised from working.
One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.

The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure
that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP are entirely independent, however
they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

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

The Rt Hon Ben Bradshaw MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Mr Bradshaw,
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry into the culture, practices and ethics of the
press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
As you will be aware, a key recommendation of the Leveson Inquiry 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.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Royal Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met,
ensure they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role
is to assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
The Charter also requires the PRP to report on the extent to which the new system
of press regulation has succeeded in its aims. In November 2017, we published our
second annual report on the recognition system – please find a copy enclosed. The
report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders
who have an interest in our work. It notes that the Labour Party’s manifesto for the
June 2017 general election included a pledge to implement the recommendations of
the Leveson Report.
A key finding of our report is that the new system of press regulation that Parliament
devised following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through the
Leveson Inquiry has not been fully implemented. Section 40 of the Crime and Courts
Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the public protections
recommended by Leveson are not being provided.

It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately. It is
disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent the system that
Parliament devised from working.
One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.

The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure
that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP are entirely independent, however
they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Mr Brendan O'Hara MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Mr O'Hara,
I am writing to you following the recent publication of the Press Recognition Panel’s
(PRP) report on the recognition system, which we sent you in November last year. I
have attached a copy for your convenience.
Our independent report concludes that the new system of press regulation devised
by Parliament following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views
through the Leveson Inquiry has not been given an opportunity to operate. Section
40 of the Crime and Courts Act has not been commenced, and this means that the
public protections recommended by Leveson are not being provided.
Our report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of people who
have an interest in our work. In it we note that in November 2016 the government
announced a consultation on section 40 of the Crime and Courts Act 2013. In
February 2017, in response to that consultation, the Culture, Media and Sport
Committee stated that it did not believe section 40 should be repealed, and that
without secure legal and financial incentives, any system of regulation is likely to
falter. The committee proposed a clear timetable for action: ‘If Ipso itself were to fall
short of what is expected under Leveson, the Committee would support the full
commencement of section 40 in one year’s time’. The Committee did not indicate
who it thought might determine whether IPSO was Charter-compliant for the
purposes of that exercise.
The PRP is the only body set up to determine recognition following an application.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest.

There is currently one recognised regulator – IMPRESS. The current situation makes
it clear that incentives are needed to encourage publishers to join a recognised
regulator or to form their own.
It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately. It is
disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent the system that
Parliament devised from working.
One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure
that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP Board are entirely independent,
however they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Mr Chris Bryant MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Mr Bryant,
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry into the culture, practices and ethics of the
press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
As you will be aware, a key recommendation of the Leveson Inquiry 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.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Royal Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met,
ensure they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role
is to assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
The Charter also requires the PRP to report on the extent to which the new system
of press regulation has succeeded in its aims. In November 2017, we published our
second annual report on the recognition system – please find a copy enclosed. The
report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders
who have an interest in our work. It notes that the Labour Party’s manifesto for the
June 2017 general election included a pledge to implement the recommendations of
the Leveson Report.
A key finding of our report is that the new system of press regulation that Parliament
devised following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through the
Leveson Inquiry has not been fully implemented. Section 40 of the Crime and Courts
Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the public protections
recommended by Leveson are not being provided.

It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately. It is
disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent the system that
Parliament devised from working.
One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.

The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure
that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP are entirely independent, however
they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Mr Christian Matheson MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Mr Matheson,
I am writing to you following the recent publication of the Press Recognition Panel’s
(PRP) report on the recognition system, which we sent to you in November last year.
I attach a copy for your convenience.
Our independent report concludes that the new system of regulation devised by
Parliament following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through
the Leveson Inquiry has not been given an opportunity to operate. Section 40 of the
Crime and Courts Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the
public protections recommended by Leveson are not being provided.
Our report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of people who
have an interest in our work. In it we note that in November 2016 the government
announced a consultation on section 40. In February 2017, in response to that
consultation, the Culture, Media and Sport Committee stated that it did not believe
section 40 should be repealed, and that without secure legal and financial incentives,
any system of regulation is likely to falter.
The committee proposed a clear timetable for action: ‘If Ipso itself were to fall short
of what is expected under Leveson, the Committee would support the full
commencement of section 40 in one year’s time’. The Committee did not indicate
who it thought might determine whether IPSO was Charter-compliant for the
purposes of that exercise.
There is currently one recognised regulator – IMPRESS. The current situation makes
it clear that incentives are needed to encourage publishers to join a recognised
regulator or to form their own.

The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Royal Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met,
ensure they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role
is to assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
Our report notes that the Labour Party’s manifesto for the June 2017 general
election included a pledge to implement the recommendations of the Leveson
Report. It is the PRP’s view that section 40 of the Crime and Courts Act should be
commenced immediately. It is disappointing that there continue to be attempts to
prevent the system that Parliament devised from working.
One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.

When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure
that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP Board are entirely independent,
however they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Mr Damian Collins MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Mr Collins,
I am writing to you following the recent publication of the Press Recognition Panel’s
(PRP) report on the recognition system, which we sent you in November last year. I
have attached a copy for your convenience.
Our independent report concludes that the new system of press regulation devised
by Parliament following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views
through the Leveson Inquiry has not been given an opportunity to operate. Section
40 of the Crime and Courts Act has not been commenced, and this means that the
public protections recommended by Leveson are not being provided.
Our report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of people who
have an interest in our work. In it we note that in November 2016 the government
announced a consultation on section 40 of the Crime and Courts Act 2013. In
February 2017, in response to that consultation, the Culture, Media and Sport
Committee stated that it did not believe section 40 should be repealed, and that
without secure legal and financial incentives, any system of regulation is likely to
falter. The committee proposed a clear timetable for action: ‘If Ipso itself were to fall
short of what is expected under Leveson, the Committee would support the full
commencement of section 40 in one year’s time’. The Committee did not indicate
who it thought might determine whether IPSO was Charter-compliant for the
purposes of that exercise.
The PRP is the only body set up to determine recognition following an application.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest.

There is currently one recognised regulator – IMPRESS. The current situation makes
it clear that incentives are needed to encourage publishers to join a recognised
regulator or to form their own.
It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately. It is
disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent the system that
Parliament devised from working.
One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure
that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP Board are entirely independent,
however they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Mr David Simpson MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Mr Simpson,
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry into the culture, practices and ethics of the
press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
A key recommendation of the Leveson Inquiry 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.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met, ensure
they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role is to
assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
The Charter also requires the PRP to report on the extent to which the new system
of press regulation has succeeded in its aims. In November 2017, we published our
second annual report on the recognition system – please find a copy enclosed. The
report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders
who have an interest in our work.
A key finding of the report is that the new system of regulation devised by Parliament
following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through the Leveson
Inquiry has not been given an opportunity to operate. Section 40 of the Crime and
Courts Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the public
protections recommended by Leveson are not being provided.
It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately.

One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure

that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP are entirely independent, however
they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

David Wolfe QC
Chair of the Press Recognition Panel

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Mr Gavin Robinson MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Mr Robinson,
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry into the culture, practices and ethics of the
press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
A key recommendation of the Leveson Inquiry 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.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met, ensure
they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role is to
assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
The Charter also requires the PRP to report on the extent to which the new system
of press regulation has succeeded in its aims. In November 2017, we published our
second annual report on the recognition system – please find a copy enclosed. The
report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders
who have an interest in our work.
A key finding of the report is that the new system of regulation devised by Parliament
following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through the Leveson
Inquiry has not been given an opportunity to operate. Section 40 of the Crime and
Courts Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the public
protections recommended by Leveson are not being provided.
It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately.

One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure

that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP are entirely independent, however
they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

David Wolfe QC
Chair of the Press Recognition Panel

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Mr Giles Watling MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Mr Watling,
I am writing to you following the recent publication of the Press Recognition Panel’s
(PRP) report on the recognition system, which we sent you in November last year. I
have attached a copy for your convenience.
Our independent report concludes that the new system of press regulation devised
by Parliament following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views
through the Leveson Inquiry has not been given an opportunity to operate. Section
40 of the Crime and Courts Act has not been commenced, and this means that the
public protections recommended by Leveson are not being provided.
Our report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of people who
have an interest in our work. In it we note that in November 2016 the government
announced a consultation on section 40 of the Crime and Courts Act 2013. In
February 2017, in response to that consultation, the Culture, Media and Sport
Committee stated that it did not believe section 40 should be repealed, and that
without secure legal and financial incentives, any system of regulation is likely to
falter. The committee proposed a clear timetable for action: ‘If Ipso itself were to fall
short of what is expected under Leveson, the Committee would support the full
commencement of section 40 in one year’s time’. The Committee did not indicate
who it thought might determine whether IPSO was Charter-compliant for the
purposes of that exercise.
The PRP is the only body set up to determine recognition following an application.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest.

There is currently one recognised regulator – IMPRESS. The current situation makes
it clear that incentives are needed to encourage publishers to join a recognised
regulator or to form their own.
It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately. It is
disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent the system that
Parliament devised from working.
One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure
that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP Board are entirely independent,
however they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Mr Gregory Campbell MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Campbell,
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry into the culture, practices and ethics of the
press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
A key recommendation of the Leveson Inquiry 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.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met, ensure
they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role is to
assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
The Charter also requires the PRP to report on the extent to which the new system
of press regulation has succeeded in its aims. In November 2017, we published our
second annual report on the recognition system – please find a copy enclosed. The
report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders
who have an interest in our work.
A key finding of the report is that the new system of regulation devised by Parliament
following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through the Leveson
Inquiry has not been given an opportunity to operate. Section 40 of the Crime and
Courts Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the public
protections recommended by Leveson are not being provided.
It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately.

One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure

that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP are entirely independent, however
they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

David Wolfe QC
Chair of the Press Recognition Panel

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Mr Ian Lucas MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Mr Lucas,
I am writing to you following the recent publication of the Press Recognition Panel’s
(PRP) report on the recognition system, which we sent to you in November last year.
I attach a copy for your convenience.
Our independent report concludes that the new system of regulation devised by
Parliament following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through
the Leveson Inquiry has not been given an opportunity to operate. Section 40 of the
Crime and Courts Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the
public protections recommended by Leveson are not being provided.
Our report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of people who
have an interest in our work. In it we note that in November 2016 the government
announced a consultation on section 40. In February 2017, in response to that
consultation, the Culture, Media and Sport Committee stated that it did not believe
section 40 should be repealed, and that without secure legal and financial incentives,
any system of regulation is likely to falter.
The committee proposed a clear timetable for action: ‘If Ipso itself were to fall short
of what is expected under Leveson, the Committee would support the full
commencement of section 40 in one year’s time’. The Committee did not indicate
who it thought might determine whether IPSO was Charter-compliant for the
purposes of that exercise.
There is currently one recognised regulator – IMPRESS. The current situation makes
it clear that incentives are needed to encourage publishers to join a recognised
regulator or to form their own.

The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Royal Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met,
ensure they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role
is to assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
Our report notes that the Labour Party’s manifesto for the June 2017 general
election included a pledge to implement the recommendations of the Leveson
Report. It is the PRP’s view that section 40 of the Crime and Courts Act should be
commenced immediately. It is disappointing that there continue to be attempts to
prevent the system that Parliament devised from working.
One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.

When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure
that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP Board are entirely independent,
however they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Mr Ian Paisley MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Mr Paisley Jr.,
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry into the culture, practices and ethics of the
press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
A key recommendation of the Leveson Inquiry 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.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met, ensure
they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role is to
assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
The Charter also requires the PRP to report on the extent to which the new system
of press regulation has succeeded in its aims. In November 2017, we published our
second annual report on the recognition system – please find a copy enclosed. The
report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders
who have an interest in our work.
A key finding of the report is that the new system of regulation devised by Parliament
following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through the Leveson
Inquiry has not been given an opportunity to operate. Section 40 of the Crime and
Courts Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the public
protections recommended by Leveson are not being provided.
It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately.

One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure

that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP are entirely independent, however
they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

David Wolfe QC
Chair of the Press Recognition Panel

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Mr Jamie Stone MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Mr Stone,
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry into the culture, practices and ethics of the
press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
As you will be aware, a key recommendation of the Leveson Inquiry 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.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Royal Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met,
ensure they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role
is to assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
The Charter also requires the PRP to report on the extent to which the new system
of press regulation has succeeded in its aims. In November 2017, we published our
second annual report on the recognition system – please find a copy enclosed. The
report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders
who have an interest in our work and it notes that the Liberal Democrat Party’s
manifesto included a pledge to ensure delivery of independent self-regulation.
A key finding of our report is that the new system of press regulation that Parliament
devised following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through the
Leveson Inquiry has not been fully implemented. Section 40 of the Crime and Courts
Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the public protections
recommended by Leveson are not being provided.
It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately. It is
disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent the system that
Parliament devised from working.

One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure

that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP are entirely independent, however
they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
The Rt Hon Jeremy Corbyn MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Mr Corbyn,
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry into the culture, practices and ethics of the
press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
As you will be aware, a key recommendation of the Leveson Inquiry 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.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Royal Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met,
ensure they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role
is to assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
The Charter also requires the PRP to report on the extent to which the new system
of press regulation has succeeded in its aims. In November 2017, we published our
second annual report on the recognition system – please find a copy enclosed. The
report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders
who have an interest in our work. It notes that the Labour Party’s manifesto for the
June 2017 general election included a pledge to implement the recommendations of
the Leveson Report.
A key finding of our report is that the new system of press regulation that Parliament
devised following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through the
Leveson Inquiry has not been fully implemented. Section 40 of the Crime and Courts
Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the public protections
recommended by Leveson are not being provided.

It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately. It is
disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent the system that
Parliament devised from working.
One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.

The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure
that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP are entirely independent, however
they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Mr Jim Cunningham MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
9 February 2018
Dear Mr Cunningham,
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry into the culture, practices and ethics of the
press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
As you will be aware, a key recommendation of the Leveson Inquiry 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.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Royal Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met,
ensure they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role
is to assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
The Charter also requires the PRP to report on the extent to which the new system
of press regulation has succeeded in its aims. In November 2017, we published our
second annual report on the recognition system – please find a copy enclosed. The
report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders
who have an interest in our work. It notes that the Labour Party’s manifesto for the
June 2017 general election included a pledge to implement the recommendations of
the Leveson Report.
A key finding of our report is that the new system of press regulation that Parliament
devised following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through the
Leveson Inquiry has not been fully implemented. Section 40 of the Crime and Courts
Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the public protections
recommended by Leveson are not being provided.

It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately. It is
disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent the system that
Parliament devised from working.
One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.

The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure
that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP are entirely independent, however
they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Mr Jim Shannon MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Mr Shannon,
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry into the culture, practices and ethics of the
press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
A key recommendation of the Leveson Inquiry 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.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met, ensure
they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role is to
assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
The Charter also requires the PRP to report on the extent to which the new system
of press regulation has succeeded in its aims. In November 2017, we published our
second annual report on the recognition system – please find a copy enclosed. The
report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders
who have an interest in our work.
A key finding of the report is that the new system of regulation devised by Parliament
following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through the Leveson
Inquiry has not been given an opportunity to operate. Section 40 of the Crime and
Courts Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the public
protections recommended by Leveson are not being provided.
It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately.

One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure

that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP are entirely independent, however
they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

David Wolfe QC
Chair of the Press Recognition Panel

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Mr Julian Knight MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Mr Knight,
I am writing to you following the recent publication of the Press Recognition Panel’s
(PRP) report on the recognition system, which we sent you in November last year. I
have attached a copy for your convenience.
Our independent report concludes that the new system of press regulation devised
by Parliament following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views
through the Leveson Inquiry has not been given an opportunity to operate. Section
40 of the Crime and Courts Act has not been commenced, and this means that the
public protections recommended by Leveson are not being provided.
Our report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of people who
have an interest in our work. In it we note that in November 2016 the government
announced a consultation on section 40 of the Crime and Courts Act 2013. In
February 2017, in response to that consultation, the Culture, Media and Sport
Committee stated that it did not believe section 40 should be repealed, and that
without secure legal and financial incentives, any system of regulation is likely to
falter. The committee proposed a clear timetable for action: ‘If Ipso itself were to fall
short of what is expected under Leveson, the Committee would support the full
commencement of section 40 in one year’s time’. The Committee did not indicate
who it thought might determine whether IPSO was Charter-compliant for the
purposes of that exercise.
The PRP is the only body set up to determine recognition following an application.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest.

There is currently one recognised regulator – IMPRESS. The current situation makes
it clear that incentives are needed to encourage publishers to join a recognised
regulator or to form their own.
It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately. It is
disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent the system that
Parliament devised from working.
One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure
that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP Board are entirely independent,
however they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Mr Kevin Brennan MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
9 February 2018
Dear Mr Brennan,
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry into the culture, practices and ethics of the
press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
As you will be aware, a key recommendation of the Leveson Inquiry 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.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Royal Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met,
ensure they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role
is to assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
The Charter also requires the PRP to report on the extent to which the new system
of press regulation has succeeded in its aims. In November 2017, we published our
second annual report on the recognition system – please find a copy enclosed. The
report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders
who have an interest in our work. It notes that the Labour Party’s manifesto for the
June 2017 general election included a pledge to implement the recommendations of
the Leveson Report.
A key finding of our report is that the new system of press regulation that Parliament
devised following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through the
Leveson Inquiry has not been fully implemented. Section 40 of the Crime and Courts
Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the public protections
recommended by Leveson are not being provided.

It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately. It is
disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent the system that
Parliament devised from working.
One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.

The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure
that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP are entirely independent, however
they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Mr Clive Lewis MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Mr Lewis,
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry into the culture, practices and ethics of the
press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
As you will be aware, a key recommendation of the Leveson Inquiry 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.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Royal Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met,
ensure they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role
is to assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
The Charter also requires the PRP to report on the extent to which the new system
of press regulation has succeeded in its aims. In November 2017, we published our
second annual report on the recognition system – please find a copy enclosed. The
report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders
who have an interest in our work. It notes that the Labour Party’s manifesto for the
June 2017 general election included a pledge to implement the recommendations of
the Leveson Report.
A key finding of our report is that the new system of press regulation that Parliament
devised following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through the
Leveson Inquiry has not been fully implemented. Section 40 of the Crime and Courts
Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the public protections
recommended by Leveson are not being provided.

It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately. It is
disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent the system that
Parliament devised from working.
One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.

The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure
that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP are entirely independent, however
they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
The Rt Hon Edward Miliband MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Mr Miliband,
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry into the culture, practices and ethics of the
press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
As you will be aware, a key recommendation of the Leveson Inquiry 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.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Royal Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met,
ensure they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role
is to assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
The Charter also requires the PRP to report on the extent to which the new system
of press regulation has succeeded in its aims. In November 2017, we published our
second annual report on the recognition system – please find a copy enclosed. The
report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders
who have an interest in our work. It notes that the Labour Party’s manifesto for the
June 2017 general election included a pledge to implement the recommendations of
the Leveson Report.
A key finding of our report is that the new system of press regulation that Parliament
devised following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through the
Leveson Inquiry has not been fully implemented. Section 40 of the Crime and Courts
Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the public protections
recommended by Leveson are not being provided.

It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately. It is
disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent the system that
Parliament devised from working.
One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.

The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure
that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP are entirely independent, however
they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
The Rt Hon Norman Lamb MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Mr Lamb,
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry into the culture, practices and ethics of the
press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
As you will be aware, a key recommendation of the Leveson Inquiry 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.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Royal Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met,
ensure they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role
is to assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
The Charter also requires the PRP to report on the extent to which the new system
of press regulation has succeeded in its aims. In November 2017, we published our
second annual report on the recognition system – please find a copy enclosed. The
report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders
who have an interest in our work and it notes that the Liberal Democrat Party’s
manifesto included a pledge to ensure delivery of independent self-regulation.
A key finding of our report is that the new system of press regulation that Parliament
devised following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through the
Leveson Inquiry has not been fully implemented. Section 40 of the Crime and Courts
Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the public protections
recommended by Leveson are not being provided.
It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately. It is
disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent the system that
Parliament devised from working.

One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure

that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP are entirely independent, however
they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Mr Paul Farrelly MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Mr Farrelly
I am writing to you following the recent publication of the Press Recognition Panel’s
(PRP) report on the recognition system, which we sent to you in November last year.
I attach a copy for your convenience.
Our independent report concludes that the new system of regulation devised by
Parliament following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through
the Leveson Inquiry has not been given an opportunity to operate. Section 40 of the
Crime and Courts Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the
public protections recommended by Leveson are not being provided.
Our report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of people who
have an interest in our work. In it we note that in November 2016 the government
announced a consultation on section 40. In February 2017, in response to that
consultation, the Culture, Media and Sport Committee stated that it did not believe
section 40 should be repealed, and that without secure legal and financial incentives,
any system of regulation is likely to falter.
The committee proposed a clear timetable for action: ‘If Ipso itself were to fall short
of what is expected under Leveson, the Committee would support the full
commencement of section 40 in one year’s time’. The Committee did not indicate
who it thought might determine whether IPSO was Charter-compliant for the
purposes of that exercise.
There is currently one recognised regulator – IMPRESS. The current situation makes
it clear that incentives are needed to encourage publishers to join a recognised
regulator or to form their own.

The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Royal Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met,
ensure they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role
is to assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
Our report notes that the Labour Party’s manifesto for the June 2017 general
election included a pledge to implement the recommendations of the Leveson
Report. It is the PRP’s view that section 40 of the Crime and Courts Act should be
commenced immediately. It is disappointing that there continue to be attempts to
prevent the system that Parliament devised from working.
One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.

When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure
that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP Board are entirely independent,
however they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Mr Paul Girvan MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Mr Girvan,
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry into the culture, practices and ethics of the
press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
A key recommendation of the Leveson Inquiry 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.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met, ensure
they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role is to
assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
The Charter also requires the PRP to report on the extent to which the new system
of press regulation has succeeded in its aims. In November 2017, we published our
second annual report on the recognition system – please find a copy enclosed. The
report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders
who have an interest in our work.
A key finding of the report is that the new system of regulation devised by Parliament
following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through the Leveson
Inquiry has not been given an opportunity to operate. Section 40 of the Crime and
Courts Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the public
protections recommended by Leveson are not being provided.
It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately.

One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure

that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP are entirely independent, however
they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

David Wolfe QC
Chair of the Press Recognition Panel

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Mr Simon Hart MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Mr Hart,
I am writing to you following the recent publication of the Press Recognition Panel’s
(PRP) report on the recognition system, which we sent you in November last year. I
have attached a copy for your convenience.
Our independent report concludes that the new system of press regulation devised
by Parliament following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views
through the Leveson Inquiry has not been given an opportunity to operate. Section
40 of the Crime and Courts Act has not been commenced, and this means that the
public protections recommended by Leveson are not being provided.
Our report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of people who
have an interest in our work. In it we note that in November 2016 the government
announced a consultation on section 40 of the Crime and Courts Act 2013. In
February 2017, in response to that consultation, the Culture, Media and Sport
Committee stated that it did not believe section 40 should be repealed, and that
without secure legal and financial incentives, any system of regulation is likely to
falter. The committee proposed a clear timetable for action: ‘If Ipso itself were to fall
short of what is expected under Leveson, the Committee would support the full
commencement of section 40 in one year’s time’. The Committee did not indicate
who it thought might determine whether IPSO was Charter-compliant for the
purposes of that exercise.
The PRP is the only body set up to determine recognition following an application.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest.

There is currently one recognised regulator – IMPRESS. The current situation makes
it clear that incentives are needed to encourage publishers to join a recognised
regulator or to form their own.
It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately. It is
disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent the system that
Parliament devised from working.
One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure
that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP Board are entirely independent,
however they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Mr Stephen Lloyd MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Mr Lloyd,
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry into the culture, practices and ethics of the
press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
As you will be aware, a key recommendation of the Leveson Inquiry 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.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Royal Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met,
ensure they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role
is to assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
The Charter also requires the PRP to report on the extent to which the new system
of press regulation has succeeded in its aims. In November 2017, we published our
second annual report on the recognition system – please find a copy enclosed. The
report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders
who have an interest in our work and it notes that the Liberal Democrat Party’s
manifesto included a pledge to ensure delivery of independent self-regulation.
A key finding of our report is that the new system of press regulation that Parliament
devised following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through the
Leveson Inquiry has not been fully implemented. Section 40 of the Crime and Courts
Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the public protections
recommended by Leveson are not being provided.
It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately. It is
disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent the system that
Parliament devised from working.

One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure

that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP are entirely independent, however
they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Mr Tim Farron MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Mr Farron,
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry into the culture, practices and ethics of the
press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
As you will be aware, a key recommendation of the Leveson Inquiry 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.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Royal Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met,
ensure they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role
is to assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
The Charter also requires the PRP to report on the extent to which the new system
of press regulation has succeeded in its aims. In November 2017, we published our
second annual report on the recognition system – please find a copy enclosed. The
report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders
who have an interest in our work and it notes that the Liberal Democrat Party’s
manifesto included a pledge to ensure delivery of independent self-regulation.
A key finding of our report is that the new system of press regulation that Parliament
devised following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through the
Leveson Inquiry has not been fully implemented. Section 40 of the Crime and Courts
Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the public protections
recommended by Leveson are not being provided.
It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately. It is
disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent the system that
Parliament devised from working.

One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure

that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP are entirely independent, however
they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Mr Tom Watson MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Mr Watson,
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry into the culture, practices and ethics of the
press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
As you will be aware, a key recommendation of the Leveson Inquiry 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.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Royal Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met,
ensure they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role
is to assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
The Charter also requires the PRP to report on the extent to which the new system
of press regulation has succeeded in its aims. In November 2017, we published our
second annual report on the recognition system – please find a copy enclosed. The
report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders
who have an interest in our work. It notes that the Labour Party’s manifesto for the
June 2017 general election included a pledge to implement the recommendations of
the Leveson Report.
A key finding of our report is that the new system of press regulation that Parliament
devised following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through the
Leveson Inquiry has not been fully implemented. Section 40 of the Crime and Courts
Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the public protections
recommended by Leveson are not being provided.

It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately. It is
disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent the system that
Parliament devised from working.
One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.

The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure
that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP are entirely independent, however
they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Mr Karl Turner MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Mr Turner,
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry into the culture, practices and ethics of the
press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
As you will be aware, a key recommendation of the Leveson Inquiry 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.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Royal Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met,
ensure they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role
is to assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
The Charter also requires the PRP to report on the extent to which the new system
of press regulation has succeeded in its aims. In November 2017, we published our
second annual report on the recognition system – please find a copy enclosed. The
report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders
who have an interest in our work. It notes that the Labour Party’s manifesto for the
June 2017 general election included a pledge to implement the recommendations of
the Leveson Report.
A key finding of our report is that the new system of press regulation that Parliament
devised following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through the
Leveson Inquiry has not been fully implemented. Section 40 of the Crime and Courts
Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the public protections
recommended by Leveson are not being provided.

It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately. It is
disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent the system that
Parliament devised from working.
One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.

The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure
that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP are entirely independent, however
they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Ms Christine Jardine MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Ms Jardine,
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry into the culture, practices and ethics of the
press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
As you will be aware, a key recommendation of the Leveson Inquiry 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.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Royal Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met,
ensure they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role
is to assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
The Charter also requires the PRP to report on the extent to which the new system
of press regulation has succeeded in its aims. In November 2017, we published our
second annual report on the recognition system – please find a copy enclosed. The
report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders
who have an interest in our work and it notes that the Liberal Democrat Party’s
manifesto included a pledge to ensure delivery of independent self-regulation.
A key finding of our report is that the new system of press regulation that Parliament
devised following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through the
Leveson Inquiry has not been fully implemented. Section 40 of the Crime and Courts
Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the public protections
recommended by Leveson are not being provided.
It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately. It is
disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent the system that
Parliament devised from working.

One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure

that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP are entirely independent, however
they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Ms Emma Little Pengelly MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Ms Little Pengelly,
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry into the culture, practices and ethics of the
press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
A key recommendation of the Leveson Inquiry 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.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met, ensure
they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role is to
assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
The Charter also requires the PRP to report on the extent to which the new system
of press regulation has succeeded in its aims. In November 2017, we published our
second annual report on the recognition system – please find a copy enclosed. The
report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders
who have an interest in our work.
A key finding of the report is that the new system of regulation devised by Parliament
following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through the Leveson
Inquiry has not been given an opportunity to operate. Section 40 of the Crime and
Courts Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the public
protections recommended by Leveson are not being provided.
It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately.

One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure

that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP are entirely independent, however
they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

David Wolfe QC
Chair of the Press Recognition Panel

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
The Rt Hon Harriet Harman QC MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Ms Harman,
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry into the culture, practices and ethics of the
press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
As you will be aware, a key recommendation of the Leveson Inquiry 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.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Royal Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met,
ensure they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role
is to assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
The Charter also requires the PRP to report on the extent to which the new system
of press regulation has succeeded in its aims. In November 2017, we published our
second annual report on the recognition system – please find a copy enclosed. The
report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders
who have an interest in our work. It notes that the Labour Party’s manifesto for the
June 2017 general election included a pledge to implement the recommendations of
the Leveson Report.
A key finding of our report is that the new system of press regulation that Parliament
devised following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through the
Leveson Inquiry has not been fully implemented. Section 40 of the Crime and Courts
Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the public protections
recommended by Leveson are not being provided.

It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately. It is
disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent the system that
Parliament devised from working.
One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.

The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure
that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP are entirely independent, however
they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Ms Jo Stevens MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Ms Stevens,
I am writing to you following the recent publication of the Press Recognition Panel’s
(PRP) report on the recognition system, which we sent to you in November last year.
I attach a copy for your convenience.
Our independent report concludes that the new system of regulation devised by
Parliament following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through
the Leveson Inquiry has not been given an opportunity to operate. Section 40 of the
Crime and Courts Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the
public protections recommended by Leveson are not being provided.
Our report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of people who
have an interest in our work. In it we note that in November 2016 the government
announced a consultation on section 40. In February 2017, in response to that
consultation, the Culture, Media and Sport Committee stated that it did not believe
section 40 should be repealed, and that without secure legal and financial incentives,
any system of regulation is likely to falter.
The committee proposed a clear timetable for action: ‘If Ipso itself were to fall short
of what is expected under Leveson, the Committee would support the full
commencement of section 40 in one year’s time’. The Committee did not indicate
who it thought might determine whether IPSO was Charter-compliant for the
purposes of that exercise.
There is currently one recognised regulator – IMPRESS. The current situation makes
it clear that incentives are needed to encourage publishers to join a recognised
regulator or to form their own.

The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Royal Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met,
ensure they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role
is to assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
Our report notes that the Labour Party’s manifesto for the June 2017 general
election included a pledge to implement the recommendations of the Leveson
Report. It is the PRP’s view that section 40 of the Crime and Courts Act should be
commenced immediately. It is disappointing that there continue to be attempts to
prevent the system that Parliament devised from working.
One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.

When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure
that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP Board are entirely independent,
however they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Ms Jo Swinson CBE MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Ms Swinson,
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry into the culture, practices and ethics of the
press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
As you will be aware, a key recommendation of the Leveson Inquiry 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.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Royal Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met,
ensure they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role
is to assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
The Charter also requires the PRP to report on the extent to which the new system
of press regulation has succeeded in its aims. In November 2017, we published our
second annual report on the recognition system – please find a copy enclosed. The
report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders
who have an interest in our work and it notes that the Liberal Democrat Party’s
manifesto included a pledge to ensure delivery of independent self-regulation.
A key finding of our report is that the new system of press regulation that Parliament
devised following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through the
Leveson Inquiry has not been fully implemented. Section 40 of the Crime and Courts
Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the public protections
recommended by Leveson are not being provided.
It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately. It is
disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent the system that
Parliament devised from working.

One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure

that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP are entirely independent, however
they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Ms Julie Elliott MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Ms Elliott
I am writing to you following the recent publication of the Press Recognition Panel’s
(PRP) report on the recognition system, which we sent to you in November last year.
I attach a copy for your convenience.
Our independent report concludes that the new system of regulation devised by
Parliament following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through
the Leveson Inquiry has not been given an opportunity to operate. Section 40 of the
Crime and Courts Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the
public protections recommended by Leveson are not being provided.
Our report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of people who
have an interest in our work. In it we note that in November 2016 the government
announced a consultation on section 40. In February 2017, in response to that
consultation, the Culture, Media and Sport Committee stated that it did not believe
section 40 should be repealed, and that without secure legal and financial incentives,
any system of regulation is likely to falter.
The committee proposed a clear timetable for action: ‘If Ipso itself were to fall short
of what is expected under Leveson, the Committee would support the full
commencement of section 40 in one year’s time’. The Committee did not indicate
who it thought might determine whether IPSO was Charter-compliant for the
purposes of that exercise.
There is currently one recognised regulator – IMPRESS. The current situation makes
it clear that incentives are needed to encourage publishers to join a recognised
regulator or to form their own.

The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Royal Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met,
ensure they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role
is to assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
Our report notes that the Labour Party’s manifesto for the June 2017 general
election included a pledge to implement the recommendations of the Leveson
Report. It is the PRP’s view that section 40 of the Crime and Courts Act should be
commenced immediately. It is disappointing that there continue to be attempts to
prevent the system that Parliament devised from working.
One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.

When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure
that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP Board are entirely independent,
however they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Ms Layla Moran MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Ms Moran,
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry into the culture, practices and ethics of the
press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
As you will be aware, a key recommendation of the Leveson Inquiry 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.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Royal Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met,
ensure they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role
is to assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
The Charter also requires the PRP to report on the extent to which the new system
of press regulation has succeeded in its aims. In November 2017, we published our
second annual report on the recognition system – please find a copy enclosed. The
report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders
who have an interest in our work and it notes that the Liberal Democrat Party’s
manifesto included a pledge to ensure delivery of independent self-regulation.
A key finding of our report is that the new system of press regulation that Parliament
devised following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through the
Leveson Inquiry has not been fully implemented. Section 40 of the Crime and Courts
Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the public protections
recommended by Leveson are not being provided.
It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately. It is
disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent the system that
Parliament devised from working.

One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure

that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP are entirely independent, however
they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Ms Rebecca Pow MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Ms Pow,
I am writing to you following the recent publication of the Press Recognition Panel’s
(PRP) report on the recognition system, which we sent you in November last year. I
have attached a copy for your convenience.
Our independent report concludes that the new system of press regulation devised
by Parliament following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views
through the Leveson Inquiry has not been given an opportunity to operate. Section
40 of the Crime and Courts Act has not been commenced, and this means that the
public protections recommended by Leveson are not being provided.
Our report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of people who
have an interest in our work. In it we note that in November 2016 the government
announced a consultation on section 40 of the Crime and Courts Act 2013. In
February 2017, in response to that consultation, the Culture, Media and Sport
Committee stated that it did not believe section 40 should be repealed, and that
without secure legal and financial incentives, any system of regulation is likely to
falter. The committee proposed a clear timetable for action: ‘If Ipso itself were to fall
short of what is expected under Leveson, the Committee would support the full
commencement of section 40 in one year’s time’. The Committee did not indicate
who it thought might determine whether IPSO was Charter-compliant for the
purposes of that exercise.
The PRP is the only body set up to determine recognition following an application.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest.

There is currently one recognised regulator – IMPRESS. The current situation makes
it clear that incentives are needed to encourage publishers to join a recognised
regulator or to form their own.
It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately. It is
disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent the system that
Parliament devised from working.
One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure
that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP Board are entirely independent,
however they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Ms Wera Hobhouse MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Ms Hobhouse,
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry into the culture, practices and ethics of the
press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
As you will be aware, a key recommendation of the Leveson Inquiry 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.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Royal Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met,
ensure they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role
is to assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
The Charter also requires the PRP to report on the extent to which the new system
of press regulation has succeeded in its aims. In November 2017, we published our
second annual report on the recognition system – please find a copy enclosed. The
report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders
who have an interest in our work and it notes that the Liberal Democrat Party’s
manifesto included a pledge to ensure delivery of independent self-regulation.
A key finding of our report is that the new system of press regulation that Parliament
devised following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through the
Leveson Inquiry has not been fully implemented. Section 40 of the Crime and Courts
Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the public protections
recommended by Leveson are not being provided.
It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately. It is
disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent the system that
Parliament devised from working.

One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure

that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP are entirely independent, however
they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
The Rt Hon Sir Edward Davey
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Sir Edward,
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry into the culture, practices and ethics of the
press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
As you will be aware, a key recommendation of the Leveson Inquiry 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.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Royal Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met,
ensure they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role
is to assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
The Charter also requires the PRP to report on the extent to which the new system
of press regulation has succeeded in its aims. In November 2017, we published our
second annual report on the recognition system – please find a copy enclosed. The
report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders
who have an interest in our work and it notes that the Liberal Democrat Party’s
manifesto included a pledge to ensure delivery of independent self-regulation.
A key finding of our report is that the new system of press regulation that Parliament
devised following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through the
Leveson Inquiry has not been fully implemented. Section 40 of the Crime and Courts
Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the public protections
recommended by Leveson are not being provided.
It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately. It is
disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent the system that
Parliament devised from working.

One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure

that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP are entirely independent, however
they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
The Rt Hon Sir Vince Cable MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Sir Vince,
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry into the culture, practices and ethics of the
press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
As you will be aware, a key recommendation of the Leveson Inquiry 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.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Royal Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met,
ensure they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role
is to assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
The Charter also requires the PRP to report on the extent to which the new system
of press regulation has succeeded in its aims. In November 2017, we published our
second annual report on the recognition system – please find a copy enclosed. The
report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders
who have an interest in our work and it notes that the Liberal Democrat Party’s
manifesto included a pledge to ensure delivery of independent self-regulation.
A key finding of our report is that the new system of press regulation that Parliament
devised following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through the
Leveson Inquiry has not been fully implemented. Section 40 of the Crime and Courts
Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the public protections
recommended by Leveson are not being provided.
It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately. It is
disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent the system that
Parliament devised from working.

One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure

that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP are entirely independent, however
they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
The Rt Hon Nigel Dodds OBE MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Mr Dodds,
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry into the culture, practices and ethics of the
press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
A key recommendation of the Leveson Inquiry 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.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met, ensure
they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role is to
assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
The Charter also requires the PRP to report on the extent to which the new system
of press regulation has succeeded in its aims. In November 2017, we published our
second annual report on the recognition system – please find a copy enclosed. The
report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders
who have an interest in our work.
A key finding of the report is that the new system of regulation devised by Parliament
following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through the Leveson
Inquiry has not been given an opportunity to operate. Section 40 of the Crime and
Courts Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the public
protections recommended by Leveson are not being provided.
It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately.

One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure

that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP are entirely independent, however
they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

David Wolfe QC
Chair of the Press Recognition Panel

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
The Rt Hon Sammy Wilson MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Mr Wilson,
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry into the culture, practices and ethics of the
press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
A key recommendation of the Leveson Inquiry 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.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met, ensure
they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role is to
assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
The Charter also requires the PRP to report on the extent to which the new system
of press regulation has succeeded in its aims. In November 2017, we published our
second annual report on the recognition system – please find a copy enclosed. The
report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders
who have an interest in our work.
A key finding of the report is that the new system of regulation devised by Parliament
following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through the Leveson
Inquiry has not been given an opportunity to operate. Section 40 of the Crime and
Courts Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the public
protections recommended by Leveson are not being provided.
It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately.

One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure

that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP are entirely independent, however
they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

David Wolfe QC
Chair of the Press Recognition Panel

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
The Rt Hon Sir Jeffrey Donaldson MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Sir Jeffrey,
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry into the culture, practices and ethics of the
press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
A key recommendation of the Leveson Inquiry 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.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met, ensure
they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role is to
assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
The Charter also requires the PRP to report on the extent to which the new system
of press regulation has succeeded in its aims. In November 2017, we published our
second annual report on the recognition system – please find a copy enclosed. The
report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders
who have an interest in our work.
A key finding of the report is that the new system of regulation devised by Parliament
following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through the Leveson
Inquiry has not been given an opportunity to operate. Section 40 of the Crime and
Courts Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the public
protections recommended by Leveson are not being provided.
It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately.

One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure

that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP are entirely independent, however
they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

David Wolfe QC
Chair of the Press Recognition Panel

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
The Rt Hon Tom Brake MP
House of Commons
London
SW1A 0AA
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Mr Brake,
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry into the culture, practices and ethics of the
press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
As you will be aware, a key recommendation of the Leveson Inquiry 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.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Royal Charter lists 29 criteria for press regulators which, if met,
ensure they are independent, properly funded and able to protect the public. Our role
is to assess regulators against all 29 criteria.
The Charter also requires the PRP to report on the extent to which the new system
of press regulation has succeeded in its aims. In November 2017, we published our
second annual report on the recognition system – please find a copy enclosed. The
report is informed by the views and perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders
who have an interest in our work and it notes that the Liberal Democrat Party’s
manifesto included a pledge to ensure delivery of independent self-regulation.
A key finding of our report is that the new system of press regulation that Parliament
devised following the full consideration of all relevant matters and views through the
Leveson Inquiry has not been fully implemented. Section 40 of the Crime and Courts
Act 2013 has not been commenced, and this means that the public protections
recommended by Leveson are not being provided.
It is the PRP’s view that section 40 should be commenced immediately. It is
disappointing that there continue to be attempts to prevent the system that
Parliament devised from working.

One of the arguments put forward by those who are against section 40 is a concern
that the legislation would stifle press freedom and limit investigative journalism.
This concern is unfounded. Section 40 would in fact support investigative journalism
and protect relevant publishers that are members of approved regulators, their
journalists, and the public. Under section 40, claimants with a genuine legal case
against a publisher would be offered arbitration. If the claimant turned down
arbitration, they would have to bear all the court costs.
Another argument put forward by opponents is that the cost of arbitration would
bankrupt the local press.
This is also unfounded. Arbitration is a far cheaper alternative to bringing a legal
challenge in court. Moreover, as with the courts, there is a filter system for
arbitration, and claimants would need an arguable case before they could take a
claim forward through arbitration. Vexatious or frivolous challenges against
publishers would be filtered out.
The new system of regulation also includes specific protection for local and regional
publishers to avoid causing them financial hardship. The PRP has a specific power
to disapply the arbitration requirements for local and regional publishers.
We note that the Data Protection Bill is due to be debated in the House of Commons
shortly and that the Bill includes matters related to press regulation.
The 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) Editors’ Code of Practice.
Standards Codes adopted by press regulators that have been approved by the PRP
are currently not on the list.
When assessing a press regulator, the independent PRP assesses its Standards
Code to ensure it is compliant with the Royal Charter criteria 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.
The omission of the new system of press regulation from the Data Protection Bill is
inconsistent with what Parliament agreed previously, and it means that the
framework agreed by Parliament following the Leveson Inquiry is now disregarded.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure

that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders. We also invite
stakeholders to share their views with us, and we would like to extend the same
opportunity to you. Decisions made by the PRP are entirely independent, however
they are informed by the perspectives of others.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date. We generally hold our meetings with stakeholders in private but an
agreed note of the discussion is published on our website afterwards.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Simon Milner
Facebook
Policy Director UK, Middle East and Africa
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Mr Milner,
Invitation to meet with the Press Recognition Panel
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry (2011-12) into the culture, practices and ethics
of the press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
A key recommendation of judge-led inquiry was the creation of a ‘genuinely
independent and effective system of self-regulation’ in the UK. The new system was
debated in Parliament and it received cross-party agreement.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Royal Charter lists 29 criteria for press 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 the 29 criteria and to recognise them, if
they meet them all.
The recognition system 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 publishers operating across
print or online or both, 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.
We note that recently there has been an increase in parliamentary and media
discourse about the regulation of social media companies and their possible legal
status as a news publishers.

It appears to the PRP that social media platforms like Facebook may well fall within
the Crime and Courts Act 2013 definition of relevant publisher, although it will
ultimately be for the courts to determine.
If this is the case that Facebook is a relevant publisher, then a regulatory framework
already exists in the form of the recognition system. Publishers are free to choose to
join any recognised regulator or to form their own regulator.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure
that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders, and we would like to
extend the same opportunity to you.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Anthony House
Director of Public Policy Strategy, EMEA
Google
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Mr House,
Invitation to meet with the Press Recognition Panel
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry (2011-12) into the culture, practices and ethics
of the press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
A key recommendation of judge-led inquiry was the creation of a ‘genuinely
independent and effective system of self-regulation’ in the UK. The new system was
debated in Parliament and it received cross-party agreement.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Royal Charter lists 29 criteria for press 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 the 29 criteria and to recognise them, if
they meet them all.
The recognition system 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 publishers operating across
print or online or both, 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.
We note that recently there has been an increase in parliamentary and media
discourse about the regulation of social media companies and their possible legal
status as a news publishers.

It appears to the PRP that social media platforms like Google may well fall within the
Crime and Courts Act 2013 definition of relevant publisher, although it will ultimately
be for the courts to determine.
If this is the case that Google a relevant publisher, then a regulatory framework
already exists in the form of the recognition system. Publishers are free to choose to
join any recognised regulator or to form their own regulator.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure
that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders, and we would like to
extend the same opportunity to you.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Nick Pickles
Head of Public Policy and Government, UK and Israel
Twitter
Sent by email only
8 February 2018
Dear Mr Pickles,
Invitation to meet with the Press Recognition Panel
I am the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel (PRP), the body created by Royal
Charter following the Leveson Inquiry (2011-12) into the culture, practices and ethics
of the press, in the light of alleged criminal activity including phone hacking.
A key recommendation of judge-led inquiry was the creation of a ‘genuinely
independent and effective system of self-regulation’ in the UK. The new system was
debated in Parliament and it received cross-party agreement.
The PRP is entirely independent of politicians, Parliament, the press or any other
such interest. The Royal Charter lists 29 criteria for press 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 the 29 criteria and to recognise them, if
they meet them all.
The recognition system 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 publishers operating across
print or online or both, 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.
We note that recently there has been an increase in parliamentary and media
discourse about the regulation of social media companies and their possible legal
status as a news publishers.

It appears to the PRP that social media platforms like Twitter may well fall within the
Crime and Courts Act 2013 definition of relevant publisher, although it will ultimately
be for the courts to determine.
If this is the case that Twitter is a relevant publisher, then a regulatory framework
already exists in the form of the recognition system. Publishers are free to choose to
join any recognised regulator or to form their own regulator.
If there is anything that you would find it useful for us to clarify in relation to our work,
please let me know. We regularly seek to clarify information about our role to ensure
that the recognition system is understood by stakeholders, and we would like to
extend the same opportunity to you.
If you would be happy to meet in person, then our teams can liaise to identify a
suitable date.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

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

Annex E to PRP51(18)
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. Trinity Mirror has agreed to buy the company behind titles including the Daily
Express, the Daily Star and magazines such as OK!, New! And Star. The owner
of the Daily Mirror is to pay £126.7m for the publishing assets of Northern &
Shell.
3. The New European editor Matt Kelly has written to BBC director general Tony
Hall asking why his publication has never featured on the broadcaster’s paper
reviews. The weekly pro-Remain has a weekly circulation of around 25,000. The
Today programme now includes stories from news websites in its paper review.
Political
4. The Department for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport has published an updated
single departmental plan to reflect ministerial priorities. The commitment to
‘Consider how to take forward actions relating to the Leveson Inquiry’ remains.
5. The Government has launched a review into press sustainability in the UK. The
review will investigate the overall health of the news media, looking at the range
of news available and how the press is adapting to the new digital market including the role and impact of online platforms such as Facebook and Google,
and the digital advertising supply chain.
6. The outcome of the Government’s consultation on the Leveson Inquiry and its
implementation has not yet been published.
Regulation
7. The Institute of Economic Affairs (IEA) has suggested that internet companies
like Google and Facebook employ a new system of self-regulation, similar to that
used in the advertising industry. The IEA notes that the companies face mounting
criticism over how they police their sites, and the think tank suggests that they
could avoid government regulation by setting up an independent watchdog to
oversee how they tackle fake news and illegal content.
8. In a similar vein, the NSPCC has said that the government should make social
media websites sign up to a mandatory code of practice and give an independent
regulator the power to fine those that break the rules. The charity said the
government has not properly implemented about half of the child safety online
recommendations made in the Byron Report a decade ago.

Legal
9. News Group Newspapers – publisher of the Sun titles – has apologised in open
court to actor David Tennant, British athlete Colin Jackson, and other victims of
phone hacking carried out by the now defunct News of the World, and paid
compensation.
10. Actor Hugh Grant has settled a phone-hacking damages claim against Mirror
Group Newspapers at the High Court. It is understood that he will be paid a sixfigure sum.

To:

Svenska Handelsbanken AB (publ)
DEED OF COUNTER INDEMNITY

1.

We the Board of the Press Recognition Panel of Mappin House, 4, Winsley Street, London W1W
BHF in consideration of SVENSKA HANDELSBANKEN AB (publ) (hereinafter called "the Bank"
which expression shall include and extend to its successors and assigns) at our request giving or
having given or issuing or entering into a guarantee and/or indemnity to Lloyds Bank pie (which
expression shall include and extend to its successors and assigns) in relation to the issuance of a
Commercial Charge Card facility (hereinafter called "the said obligation") hereby agree and
undertake that we will at all times hereafter well and sufficiently indemnify the Bank and keep the
Bank indemnified from and against all payments made pursuant to the said obligation and against
all liability in respect thereof and against all actions suits proceedings claims demands damages
costs expenses losses and charges whatsoever which may be taken or made against the Bank or
incurred or become payable by the Bank in respect thereof .

2.

We irrevocably authorise you to make any payments and comply with any demands which may
be claimed from or made upon you pursuant to the said obligation without any reference to or
further authority from us and without enquiry into the justification therefor or validity thereof and
agree that any payment which you shall make in accordance or purporting to be in accordance
with the said obligation shall be binding upon us and shall be accepted by us as conclusive
evidence that you were liable to make such payment or comply with such demand.

3.

All amounts payable hereunder shall be paid without set-off or counterclaim and free and clear of
any withholding or deduction whatever save to the extent required by applicable law in which
event such amounts shall be increased so that the Bank receives after all withholdings and
deductions a net amount equal to the full amount which would have been received had no
withholdings or deductions been made.

4.

The Bank is hereby authorised and requested (without prejudice to any other right it may have) to
debit to an account in our name or to any of our account(s) with the Bank without notice to us the
amount of any payment made by the Bank pursuant to the said obligation and in respect of any
actions suits proceedings claims demands damages costs expenses losses and charges
whatsoever as aforesaid and we undertake to maintain sufficient funds on our account(s) with the
Bank to meet the same or to provide funds on demand and the Bank shall be the sole arbiter as
to the sufficiency of such funds and may take into account contingent as well as actual liabilities.

5.

If the Bank shall so require at any time and we undertake upon the Bank's first demand to place
with the Bank a cash deposit on such terms as the Bank shall require of an amount which the
Bank shall notify us as being equal to the amount for which the Bank shall consider in its absolute
discretion it shall be or remain liable (whether actually or contingently) under the said obligation.

6.

We shall pay interest at the rate of four per cent. per annum above the Bank's base lending rate
from time to time to the Bank (as well after as before judgment) on any amount or amounts falling
due hereunder day by day from the date upon which the amount in question fell due to the date of
payment.

7.

If for the purpose of obtaining or enforcing any judgment or for any other purpose it becomes
necessary to convert into another currency any amount due by us hereunder we undertake as an
independent obligation to pay such additional amounts as may be necessary to ensure that the
total amount paid in the second currency when converted at the Bank's spot rate of exchange on
the date of payment to the Bank will produce the amount then due from us in the original
currency.

8.

This Indemnity shall constitute and be a continuing security to the Bank for as long as any liability
(whether actual or contingent) shall remain upon or shall be capable of being incurred by the
Bank in respect of the said obligation and shall extend to any and all extensions renewals
variations or replacements of the said obligation. We shall be liable hereunder as principal
debtors for all moneys and obligations hereby secured and shall not be released by any act
omission matter or thing whatsoever whereby we as a surety only might have been released. We
agree that our obligations hereunder:
(i)

shall be unconditional and are and will remain in full force and effect by way of
continuing indemnity until full and irrevocable discharge of all the obligations in
respect of the said obligation;

(ii)

are additional to, and not in substitution for, any security, guarantee, other indemnity
or rights of subrogation at any time existing in favour of the Bank, whether granted by
us or any other person, and are cumulative and not exclusive of any rights or
remedies provided by law; and

(iii)

shall not be affected by (1) any invalidity, illegality, irregularity or unenforceability of
or defect in any provision of any security, guarantee or indemnity held by the Bank in
connection with the said obligation, (2) any time, indulgence, waiver or consent at
any time given to us or any other person, (3) the enforcement or absence of
enforcement of any claim against us or of any other security, guarantee or indemnity,
(4) the release of any such claim, security, guarantee or indemnity, (5) our
dissolution, amalgamation, reconstruction or reorganisation or (6) any other matter or
thing whatsoever which might affect our obligations hereunder, except for full and
irrevocable payment and discharge of all our obligations to the Bank in respect of the
said obligation.

9.

No failure or delay on the part of the Bank in exercising any right power or remedy hereunder
shall operate as a waiver thereof nor shall any single or partial exercise of any such right power
or remedy preclude any other or further exercise hereof or the exercise of any other right power
or remedy hereunder or otherwise available to the Bank.

10.

Any notice or demand by the Bank shall be in writing signed by an officer of the Bank and may be
served by delivering the same to us by hand or by post addressed to us at the address last
known to the Bank. A demand or notice so addressed and posted shall be deemed to have been
served at the expiration of forty-eight hours after it has been posted.

11.

This Indemnity shall remain valid and binding for all purposes notwithstanding any change by
amalgamation consolidation or otherwise which may be made in the constitution of the company
by which the business of the Bank may from time to time be carried on and shall be available to
the company carrying on that business for the time being.

12.

Where this Indemnity is signed by more than one party our liability hereunder shall be joint and
several and every agreement and undertaking on our part shall be construed accordingly and all
references to us herein contained shall where the context requires or admits to be construed as
references to all or any of us and no one of us shall be nor shall this Indemnity be released
discharged or affected by death insolvency or winding-up or the death insolvency winding-up
release discharge of or the granting of any compromise time or indulgence to any other of us.
Each of us shall only be entitled to exercise any right it may have against any of the others in
respect of this Indemnity upon such terms and conditions as the Bank may in its absolute
discretion direct.

13.

The obligations under this Indemnity shall survive the payment in full of the liabilities of the Bank
under the said obligation and shall only terminate when the document evidencing the said
obligation is returned to the Bank marked "cancelled" (or other similar wording acceptable to the
Bank) or the Bank is satisfied that it has no further liabilities in respect thereof. We agree to use
our best endeavours to procure the return to the Bank of the document evidencing the said
obligation upon expiry or payment in full by the Bank of all sums payable thereunder .

14.

This Indemnity shall be construed and take effect according to English law and each of us hereby
submits to the non-exclusive jurisdiction of the English Courts.

.....day of .Jt;v,1-1.0.{:d··
··········· 20 IE$
Dated this ..2..Z.
Executed as a deed
by the Press Recognition Panel
acting by the Chair and another member
of the Board

CERTIFICATE
Record of a decision of the Board of the Press Recognition Panel (Recognition Panel) made by
resolution of the members of the Board
Date:

.2l.JI.ii"
v\Cl, U2c \6

The Board of the Recognition Panel considered the Recognition Panel's application to join a
programme for corporate charge cards operated by Lloyds Bank pie (Lloyds) for use by Recognition
Panel employees and members (Programme) .
It was noted that:
1. The Programme terms and conditions were contained in the Corporate MultiPay Card
Business Application, the Corporate MultiPay Card Terms and Conditions, the Corporate
MultiPay Card Cardholder Application, the Corporate MultiPay Card Conditions of Use, the
Corporate MultiPay Card Programme Administrator Form, the Corporate MultiPay Card
Programme Administrator Amendment Form and the Bulk Macro Side Letter (collectively
Documents) , which were considered by the Board.
2. The Recognition Panel could appoint a person (Programme Administrator) to perform the
functions assigned to a Programme Administrator in the Corporate MultiPay Card Terms and
Conditions (including the signing and submission of Corporate MultiPay Card Cardholder
Applications and the Bulk Macro Side Letter and the termination of a cardholder 's authority to
hold a card) (PA Functions) on behalf of the Recognition Panel.
Resolutions passed

After due consideration of all the circumstances and being satisfied that it was in the Recognition
Panel's best interests) the Board resolved the following matters:
1. The Recognition Panel should apply to join the Programme.
2. A member of the Board of the Recognition Panel (Authorised Person) should be empowered
to sign the Corporate MultiPay Card Business Application .
3. The Programme Administrator should be empowered to sign (where appropriate) the Bulk
Macro Side Letter.
4. The Recognition Panel agrees to, accepts and will be bound by the Documents.
5. An Authorised Person should be empowered to appoint (by submitting a properly completed
and signed Corporate MultiPay Card Programme Administrator Form or Programme
Administrator Amendment Form) one or more Programme Administrators with authority to
perform the PA Functions and to sign Corporate MultiPay Card Cardholder Application(s) on
behalf of the Recognition Panel.
6. A person validly appointed as Programme Administrator should be empowered to perform the
PA Functions and to sign Corporate MultiPay Card Cardholder Application(s) on behalf of the
Recognition Panel.
7. On receipt of a validly executed Corporate MultiPay Card Cardholder Application , Lloyds
should be authorised to issue Corporate MultiPay Cards to the relevant Recognition Panel
employees .

Certification

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and accurate reflection of the resolutions passed at a
meeting of the Board of the Recognition Panel at which (all appropriate interests having been properly
- 20 18"
declared) a quorum entitled to vote was present and which was duly held on .. ~.?.-JA."l~!=:V
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Date

Handelsbanken
Holborn

LLOYDS SUPPLEMENTAL AGREEMENT

Dear Sirs,
Handelsbanken Corporate MultiPay Charge Card

Further to our discussions with regards your requirement for a corporate charge card facility, I am now
pleased to provide further information and the forms you will need to complete and return to me.
This Lloyds Supplemental Agreement, which includes the schedule attached, (the "Supplemental
Agreement") sets out how we will sponsor you in relation to the Facility, the terms and conditions applicable
to your use of the Facility and how we use your data.
All terms set out in this Supplemental Agreement are intended to be legally binding on the parties
immediately on acceptance by you of the terms of this Supplemental Agreement.
Interpretation

In this Supplemental Agreement, any reference to "we", "us", "our" or "Handelsbanken" and to "you", "your"
or "Business" are references respectively to Svenska Handelsbanken AB (publ) and the entity entering into
this Supplemental Agreement.
For the purposes of this Supplemental Agreement, the terms "Agreement", "Business Account", "Card",
"Card Scheme", "Card Transaction", "Cardholder", "Cardholder Account", "Cardholder Application",
"Cardholder Limit", "Conditions of Use", "Payment Account", "Payment Instrument", "PIN" and
"Scheme Limit" shall have the meaning given to them in the Card Terms and Conditions.
"Business Application" shall have the same meaning as "Corporate MultiPay Card Business
Application" in the Card Agreement.
Your agreement with Lloyds

The Handelsbanken-branded charge card facility (Facility) will be provided by Lloyds Bank pie (Lloyds).
This means that you will be entering an agreement with Lloyds for the Facility (Card Agreement), to which
terms and conditions set out in the Business Application shall apply (Card Terms and Conditions).
Unless you are an "individual" for the purposes of the Consumer Credit Act 1974 (in which case we will act
as credit broker (and not intermediary) in relation to the arrangements contemplated in this Supplemental
Agreement), we act as intermediary and not lender for the purposes of sponsoring your Business Application
and are neither agent nor partner of, nor party to a joint venture with, Lloyds. We are therefore not liable in
any way for the actions of Lloyds nor do we warrant their performance in issuing, operating and maintaining
the Facility
Bulk Cardholder Applications

If you wish to submit ten (10) or more Cardholder Applications simultaneously, you may do so by completing
and signing a Bulk Macro Side Letter (copy disclosed to you), rather than individual Cardholder Applications
for each Cardholder. We would draw to your attention, however, to the warranties and indemnities set out in
the side letter you will be required to give Lloyds.
Svenska Handelsbanken AB (publ)
2°' Floor , 1 Kingsway
London
WC2B SAN

Tel: 020 7836 4522
Fax: 020 7836 4563
www.handelsbanken.co.uk/holbom
SWIFT HANDGB22

Hanae\sbanken is the trading name of SvensKa Handelsbanken AB (pub\). Registered Office: Svenska Handelsbanken AB (pub\), 3 Thomas More Square, London,
E1W 1WY. Registered in England and Wales No, BR 000589. Incorporated in Sweden with limited liability. Registered in Sweden No, 502007-7862. Head Office in
Stockholm. Authorised by the Swedish Financial Supervisory Authority (Finansinspektionen) and the Prudential Regulation Authority and subject to limited regulation
by the Financial Conduct Authority and Prudential Regulation Authority. Details about the extent of our authorisation and regulation by the Prudential Regulation
Authority. and regulation by the Financial Conduct Authority are available from us on request.
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We exclude to the fullest extent permitted by law liability for any loss or damage you suffer or incur arising
from your use of the bulk application facility.
Commission

We must advise you that we will receive commission from Lloyds as introducer or credit broker.
Terms and Conditions of Sponsorship and Use of the Facility

We will sponsor your Business Application. This sponsorship and your subsequent use of the Facility are
subject to the following conditions:
(i)

you shall, and shall procure that Cardholders shall, comply at all times with the Card Terms and
Conditions and the Conditions of Use;

(ii)

during the term of your Card Agreement:
(a)

you must maintain a current bank account with us (an SHB Account) and nominate it as
your Payment Account;

(b)

you must pay for all Card Transactions from the SHB Account;

(c)

you must pay for all Card Transactions by way of Direct Debit.

(iii)

you acknowledge that we have absolute discretion to set the Scheme Limit and Card holder Limit;

(iv)

we exclude to the fullest extent permitted by law liability for loss or damage you or a Cardholder
suffer or incur arising out of, or in connection with, the exercise by us of the discretion set out in
(iii):

(v)

you shall not, and shall procure that your Cardholders shall not, exceed respectively the Scheme
Limit and Card holder Limit;

(vi)

you shall notify us promptly if you become aware that any of the circumstances set out in clause
5.12 of the Card Terms and Conditions (or any amendment, extension, consolidation or
replacement of that term) have occurred, or if you believe that they will occur;

(vii) you shall, and shall ensure that Cardholders shall, assist us and Lloyds in the investigation of the
loss, theft or possible misuse of a Card or Payment Instrument or the disclosure of the PIN, and will
assist us to recover that Card or Payment Instrument. You consent to the disclosure to us of any
relevant information concerning the relevant Cardholder Account in connection with such matters;
(viii) you enter into a form of indemnity (Indemnity) and provide us with a written resolution in the
attached format in relation to the Indemnity and this Supplemental Agreement.
The terms set out above are in addition to the rights reserved to us in the Card Terms and Conditions. If you
breach any of the terms set out in this Supplemental Agreement, we shall be entitled to instruct Lloyds to
terminate your Card Agreement and/or stop the use of a Payment Instrument and/or cancel or suspend use
of a Card and/or refuse to renew, replace or reissue a Card or Payment Instrument. Neither we nor Lloyds
shall be liable for any loss you suffer as a result of us giving Lloyds, and Lloyds acting on our, instructions for
the enforcement of the rights set out above.
Save as is otherwise expressly or impliedly specified, a person who is not a party to this Supplemental
Agreement shall have no rights under the Contracts (Rights of Third Parties) Act 1999 to enforce any term of
this Supplemental Agreement , save that Lloyds shall be entitled to rely on the exclusions of liability
specifically reserved for Lloyds in this Supplemental Agreement. Lloyds' consent shall not be required for
you and us to agree to vary or rescind this Supplemental Agreement (whether or not in a way that varies or
extinguishes rights or benefits in favour of Lloyds).
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We strongly suggest that you take independent legal advice before entering into this Supplemental
Agreement and the Indemnity.
Data Protection
Please refer to the schedule to this Supplemental Agreement for details of how we and Lloyds will use your
data
By signing and returning a copy of this Supplemental Agreement, you consent to us processing Customer
Data in the manner described.
Changes to the Terms and Conditions of Sponsorsh ip and Use of the Facility

We may change or add to this Supplemental Agreement at any time for any valid reason, including to:
(i)

reflect changes to the Card Terms and Conditions or the Facility;

(ii)

reflect changes in market conditions or banking practice;

(iii)

comply with changes in law or regulation or industry practice;

(iv)

make the Supplemental Agreement clearer or correct any error we discover in the Supplemental
Agreement.

We will inform you of any of the above changes in writing by giving you at least two months' notice. There
may be circumstances, such as a change in law or regulation or a change to the rules of any Card Scheme
to which we have subscribed, where it may not always be possible to give you at least two months' notice of
the change. Where this is the case, we will give you as much notice as we reasonably can.
General

This Supplemental Agreement contains the entire agreement and understanding of the parties in respect of
its subject matter and supersedes all previous agreements, understandings or commitments between the
parties, whether oral or written .
Neither party shall delegate, assign or transfer any of its rights or obligations hereunder without the prior
written consent of the other.
No breach of any provision of this Supplemental Agreement shall be waived or discharged except with the
express written consent of the parties. A waiver of any term, provision or condition of this Supplemental
Agreement shall be effective only if given in writing and signed by the waiJing party and then only in the
instance and for the purpose for which it is given. No failure or delay on the part of any party in exercising
any right, power or privilege under this Supplemental Agreement shall operate as a waiver of it, nor shall any
single or partial exercise of any right, power or privilege preclude any othe1 or further exercise of it or the
exercise of any other right, power or privilege.
If any term of this Supplemental Agreement is held to be void or declared ille al, invalid or unenforceable for
any reason whatsoever, that term shall be divisible from this Supplemental Agreement and shall be deemed
to be deleted from it and the validity of the remaining terms shall not be affected. If any such deletion
materially affects the interpretation of this Supplemental Agreement, the parties shall use their best
endeavours to negotiate in good faith with a view to agreeing a substitute term as closely as possible
reflecting the commercial intention of the parties.
This Supplemental Agreement will be governed by and construed in all respects in accordance with English
law and each party hereby irrevocably agrees:
(i)

that the courts of England will have exclusive jurisdiction to settle any dispute which may arise out
of or in connection with this Supplemental Agreement; and

(ii)

to submit to the jurisdiction of such courts and waive any objections to any proceedings in any
such courts on the ground of venue or on the ground that the proceedings have been brought in an

inconvenient forum.
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Please sign and return one copy of this Supplemental Agreement to your branch as your acknowledgement
that you have read and understood the content.

Yours faithfully

Nishita Patel
Corporate Banking Manager

Signed by a member
of the Board for and on behalf of
the Press Recognition Panel

Dated

21

Jal\1.A(Hcj

zo,t
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Resolution re deed of counter indemnity and Lloyds Supplemental Agreement

Extract from the Minutes of a Meeting of the Board

of the Press Recognition Panel (the "Recognition Panel")

"After due consideration of all the circumstances and on being satisfied that it is for the benefit
of the Recognition Panel and in the interests of the Recognition Panel for the purpose of
carrying on its business the Recognition Panel agreed to:
(i)

enter into the deed of counter indemnity in the form now produced (the "Indemnity")
and to deliver the Indemnity to the Bank; and

(ii)

enter into the Lloyds Supplemental Agreement in the form now produced (the "LSA")

It was resolved that:

(i)

the Indemnity be executed and delivered as a deed by the Recognition Panel acting
by two members of the Board; and

(ii)

the LSA be executed by the Recognition Panel acting by a member of the Board."

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true extract from the Minutes of a Meeting of the Board
at which (all appropriate interests having been declared) a quorum entitled to vote was
present duly held on the date detailed below and that a true copy of the Indemnity and the
LSA has been retained by the Recognition Panel.

PRP52(18)

PRESS RECOGNITION PANEL BOARD
FINANCE REPORT – JANUARY 2018
Meeting: 27 February 2018

Status: for noting

Lead responsibility: Susie Uppal, Chief
Executive

Contact details: Susie Uppal, Adam
Gibbs (JS2)

Purpose
1.

2.

The purpose of this paper is to update the Board on the finance and banking
positon as at 31 January 2018.
The Board is invited to note the latest financial position.

Background and analysis
3.

A bank-reconciled set of management accounts as at 31 January 2018 is
attached at Annex A. The management accounts also include the 6 month
reforecast carried out in October 2017.

4.

The deficit for the period ended 31 January 2018 is £345,695 against the
January 2018 forecast of £380,001. This represents a positive variance of
£34,306 on forecast to the year to date. Details and an explanation of why key
variances have arisen are detailed against the relevant lines.

5.

As previously reported, the High Court Judgement arising from the Judicial
review awarded the PRP full costs that were incurred on the case. Counsel’s
fees and associated costs (excluding staff time) of £28,349 were incurred as at
31 January. The award income has not yet been provided for in the
management accounts.

6.

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

Devolved Nations
7.

There are no specific implications/differences in relation to the areas of work
covered in this paper and the devolved nations.
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Communications
8.

There are no specific communications implications to draw out.

Risks
9.

A robust and defensible position in relation to the PRP’s finances is required in
order to avoid reputational damage and to ensure compliance with Managing
Public Money.

Recommendations
10. The Board is asked to note the latest financial position.
Timeline for future work
11. JS2 Ltd will continue to provide updates on the PRP’s financial position at
meetings of the Board.
Attachments
Annex A – Management accounts as at 31 January 2018
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Press Recognition Panel

MANAGEMENT ACCOUNTS

10 Months to January 2018

Press Recognition Panel
Period ended 31 January 2018
10 Months to January 2018

Oct 17
Actual Reforecast
£
£

Full year to March 2018

Variance Explanation
£

Budget
£

Oct 17
Reforecast
£

Income
Subscription Fees
Bank Interest

Total Income

53,644
1,680
55,324

59,208
1,977
61,185

(5,564)
297
(5,267)

95,874
3,540
99,414

95,874
2,312
98,187

53,020
53,020

54,660
250
54,910

(1,640)
(250)
(1,890)

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

73,320
3,702
600
7,509
3,600
39,992
8,711
8,152
50,000

59,708
3,063
377
5,609
3,198
38,484
3,880
8,120
48,646

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

3,325
12,840

3,097
9,647

215,476
4,020

226,195
5,970

Serviced and Virtual Offices
Meeting rooms
Travel & Subsistence
Information Technology
IT hardware
Audit & Accountancy
Printing & Stationery
Insurance
Legal

51,027
2,587
27
4,784
2,930
19,357
3,230
5,157
20,458

50,248
2,509
277
4,661
3,198
19,512
3,405
5,188
48,646

Subscriptions & publications
Finance charges
Sundry expenses

5,929
166
11
335,159

5,902
168
750
376,629

27
(2)
(739)
(41,470)

7,368
240
1,800
471,364

7,108
208
1,050
447,091

Total Expenditure

401,019

441,186

(40,167)

554,368

524,323

(345,695)

(380,001)

34,306

(454,954)

(426,137)

Other costs
Executive team costs
HR & Recruitment

228
3,193

(10,719)
(1,950) Provisions for HR & Recruitment costs
not utilised as yet.

779
78
(250)
123
(268)
(155)
(175)
(31)
(28,188) Legal contingency of £30,000 not
utilised.

(Deficit) for the period
Reserves Bfwd

1,246,359

1,246,359

1,246,359

1,246,359

Reserves Cfwd

900,664

866,358

791,405

820,222

Press Recognition Panel
Period ended 31 January 2018
Jan-18
£

£

Mar-17
£

£

Current Assets
Current account
Deposit account
Barclays account
Cash at bank

149,989
805,508

Prepayments
Outstanding fees
Accrued Income
Third Party Deposit
Sundry debtors

11,780
110,000
177
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
955,497

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

128,957

4,879
166,356
5,973
2,760
3,822

39,119

9,034
1,103
13,524
2,310
21,210
183,790

47,181

900,664

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

(345,695)
900,664

(707,713)
1,246,359
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PRESS RECOGNITION PANEL BOARD
ANNUAL GOVERNANCE PROCEDURES AND POLICIES REVIEW
Meeting: 27 February 2018

Status: for approval and decision

Lead responsibility: David Wolfe,
Chair and Susie Uppal,
Chief Executive

Contact details: Saima Ansari

Purpose
1.

This paper reviews the first tranche of procedures and policies in the PRP’s
governance framework. It recommends a revised approach for some
procedures and policies and suggests maintaining others but with
recommended revisions.

Background and analysis
2.

At the Board’s meeting on 20 December 2016, it was agreed that a review of all
organisational procedures and policies (35) should be undertaken. From
January to April 2017, the Board considered these in four tranches over four
Board meetings. For each separate policy and procedure, the Board
considered whether the content was up to date and fit for purpose, whether the
content could be simplified in any way, incorporated in another related policy,
and / or could be captured better elsewhere.

3.

This review resulted in 27 organisational procedures and policies. New Terms
and Conditions of Service for Board Members were agreed and included the
policies on political activity, confidentiality, declarations of interest and indemnity
for civil liability. The Openness, transparency and consultation policy was
updated and is now reflected in the revised Mission and Approach, Board rules
of procedure and the Communications strategy for 2017/18. The Welsh
language policy was incorporated in the Communications strategy and the
principles of the PRP’s inclusive and accessible approach to stakeholder
engagement incorporated in Mission and Approach and Equality, diversity and
inclusion policy. Expression of views has been incorporated into the
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Communications strategy. The Expenses policy now forms part of the
simplified Gifts and hospitality policy. The policy for working in Scotland and
Norther Ireland has been combined. The Declarations of interest policy has
been reflected in the Board’s Terms and Conditions of Service and incorporated
into the Board Rules of Procedure.
4.

The revised procedures and policies have been critically reviewed in line with
best practise and with a greater focus on operation in practise. These are listed
in Annex A with a proposed approach for each with the relevant documents to
be considered detailed in Appendices. Proposed revisions are marked in track
changes where appropriate.

5.

The ARC terms of reference, Risk management policy, Anti bribery, money
laundering, fraud and theft policy, Business Continuity policy and Emergency
and Recovery Plan will be considered by the ARC in its meeting in March 2018.
These will be brought to the Board’s April meeting for consideration and are not
included in the Appendices. The Board will also consider the Corporate Social
Responsibility policy in its April meeting as the policy should reflect the
objectives for 2018/19 as agreed in the Business Plan and Communications
Strategy and the updated Board Terms and Conditions of Service.

6.

The Data protection and retention and disposal policies will need to be updated
to reflect the new rules under the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR)
and Data Protection Act once in place. In preparation, the Executive is
undertaking preliminary planning based on the ICO’s current guidance on
preparing for the GDPR. The relevant policies will be updated and brought to
the ARC and the Board for consideration in the Summer.

7.

The Board agreed the Nomination Committee TORs in February 2016 and
reviewed these again in February 2017. The Committee has not yet met and
the recruitment process for an Independent Member is currently underway. It is
recommended that once the Nomination Committee is in place, a decision
should then be taken about an appropriate review date.

8.

The Board will be aware that the role of the Senior Independent Board Member
is relevant in a number of areas concerning the procedural implementation of
certain policies: complaints handling policy for staff, whistleblowing policy for
Board and staff, and Anti bribery, money laundering, fraud and theft policy. The
Senior Independent Board Member is also detailed as the second
spokesperson in the current Communications Strategy (April 17 to March 18)
and responsible for the Chair’s annual appraisal. The TORs have been
amended to clarify that the Senior Independent Board Member will chair of the
Nominations Committee when the appointment concerns the chairmanship of
the PRP Board. Under the TORs for the Nominations Committee, the Chair of
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the Board will chair the Nominations Committee unless the Committee is
dealing with the succession matters for the PRP Board Chair.
9.

The role description is attached at Annex B and the Board are invited to discuss
and agree the suggested amendment and the Board Member that should take
this role forward.

Devolved Nations
10. There are no specific issues identified at this stage of the Paper.
Communications
11. The governance procedures and policies are published on the PRP’s website.
As these are reviewed, they will be amended on the website.
Risks
12. There are significant reputational and organisational risks if the PRP does not
adopt adequate governance procedures and policies and maintain and review
these on a regular basis. The ARC considered the requirement for an internal
audit as part of its regular review in October 2017. The Committee agreed that
in view of the size and relative lack of complexity of the PRP and the control
issues in place, an internal audit will not be commissioned. This matter
continues to be reviewed annually by the ARC.
Recommendations
13. The Board is asked to discuss and consider:
a) The proposed revisions to the procedures and policies as set out in Annex A;
b) Note that the second tranche of policies and procedures (ARC TORs, Risk
Management, Anti-bribery, money laundering, fraud, theft and corruption,
Business Continuity and Disaster and Recovery Plan, Corporate Social
Responsibility and Board Terms and Conditions of Service will be brought to
the Board in April 2018 for consideration;
c) Note that the third tranche of policies concerning data protection and data
retention and disposal policy will be brought to the ARC and the Board for
consideration in the summer;
d) Note that the review period for Nomination Committee TORS will be agreed
once the Committee has met; and
e) Agree the Board Member that should take forward the role of Senior
Independent Board Member with immediate effect and agree the suggested
amendment to the TORs for consistency.
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Annex A to PRP53(18)
Policy
Proposed Revision
Information & Communications
Publication Scheme
This Scheme has been updated using best
Appendix 1
practise in line with the ICO’s guidance. The
amendments reflect current publications available
to the public and how they can be accessed.
Board & Executive
Board Remuneration
Policy updated to reflect decision of Board in its
Appendix 2
December 2017 meeting.
Equality, diversity and
This policy has been reviewed and updated in line
inclusion
with general guidance provided by the Government
Appendix 3
Equalities Office and the Equalities and Human
Rights Commission. The PRP’s commitment to the
Equality Duty will be re-iterated as a key
consideration in the Communications Strategy (due
to be considered by the Board in March 2018).
Gifts, hospitality and Expenses Minor amendment to re-emphasise that offers of
Appendix 4
gifts/hospitality should be recorded.
Rules & Procedures
Rules of procedure for
Updated to reflect operational practise.
meetings
Appendix 5
Purpose
Mission and Approach
For general review – no change recommended.
Appendix 6
Working in Northern Ireland
For general review – no change recommended.
and Scotland
Appendix 7
Arrangements for fixing the
For general review – no change recommended.
PRP’s seal
Appendix 8
Finance & Risk
Finance
Technical updates recommended to reflect current
Appendix 9
operational practise.
Procurement
For general review – no change recommended.
Appendix 10
Scheme of delegation and
For general review – no change recommended.
matters reserved
Appendix 11
Treasury
Technical updates to include re-titling policy more
Appendix 12
accurately as Investment policy to reflect contents.
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When things go wrong
Disciplinary procedures for
Chair and Board Members
Appendix 13
Complaints handling policy
(about a PRP individual)
Appendix 14
Whistleblowing policy (Board
and staff)
Appendix 15
Data handling
Freedom of Information
Appendix 16
Business Continuity
IT policy
Appendix 17
Health and Safety
Appendix 18

For general review – no change recommended.

Minor technical update.

Updated in line with best practise and simplified to
set out the process for raising a concern internally
and externally more clearly.
For general review – no change recommended.

For general review – no change recommended.
The current policy is based on an example policy
for an alarm installation company provided by the
Health and Safety Executive.
As stated in the Health and Safety Executive
(HSE) guidance, the health and safety approach
should be proportionate to the size and nature of
the business. The existing policy should be
simplified as a minimum or preferably deleted in
view of the low risk office-based nature of the work
and the reduction in Executive staff. The HSE
guidance also mentions that if there are fewer than
five employees, a health and safety policy is not
needed. Spaces are responsible for maintaining a
safe working environment for the shared facilities
and cleanliness of the offices etc. Due to the
nature of the business, there is no requirement for
the CEO to engage and consult with the two parttime employees on day to day health and safety
conditions. Effective staff communication and
agreed working arrangements provides sufficient
cover to address work related health and safety
issues.
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Annex B to PRP53(18)
SENIOR INDEPENDENT BOARD MEMBER
1.

Purpose
The Senior Independent Board Member’s role is to:
1.1. act as a sounding board for the Chair of the Board;
1.2. serve as an intermediary for other Board Members; and
1.3. formally manage the appraisal of the Chair’s performance annually.

2.

Responsibilities
The Senior Independent Board Member will as necessary and appropriate:
2.1. act as sounding board for the Chair in any matter which the Chair may
determine appropriate;
2.2. act as a trusted intermediary when necessary between the Chair and other
Board Members;
2.3. be available to stakeholders if they have concerns which contact through
the normal channels of the Chair or Chief Executive have failed to resolve
or for which such contact is inappropriate;
2.4. convene and chair (once annually, as a minimum) a meeting of the Board
without the Chair present to facilitate the annual appraisal of the Chair and
on such occasions as are deemed appropriate;
2.5. act as a last resort internal contact point for whistle blowers who feel
unable to raise concerns through such channels as are set out in the
Panel’s Whistleblowing (by staff) Policy;
2.6. report to the Board annually on the fulfilment of the responsibilities of the
Senior Independent Board Member;
2.7. in the absence of the Chair for any prolonged period, perform the functions
of the Chair as set out in the Royal Charter, and as set out in all Panel
policies and procedures; and
2.8. chair the Nominations Committee (once constituted) when it is dealing with
the matter of succession to the chairmanship of the PRP.

3.

Term of Office
3.1. The term of office will be two years with the possibility of renewal for a
further two years subject to Board approval. The maximum term of office
will be four years; and
3.2. appointment or removal from office is a decision reserved to the Board.
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Appendix 1

Publication Scheme
Recommendation: This Scheme has been updated using best practise in line with
the ICO’s guidance. The amendments reflect current publications available to the
public and how they can be accessed.
A guide to the information made available routinely by the PRP
Introduction
PRP’s publication scheme sets out the information that we will routinely and
proactively make available to the public, and where that information is available. We
welcome all comments and suggestions on the scheme.
What information is made available routinely by the PRP?
The PRP makes a significant amount of information routinely available to the public
on the basis that we are committed to operating with the maximum degree of
openness and transparency in all our dealings – for example, where possible, our
Board discussions are open to the public and we publish our Board papers on our
website. In the majority of cases, the information that you will be looking for will
already be available on our website, and there should be no need for you to make a
formal request for information. However, if you cannot access the information you
want, you can write to the PRP to make a request for information in line with our
Freedom of Information Act policy. Information that is not published under this
scheme can be requested in writing and this will be considered in accordance with
the provisions of the Freedom of Information Act.
Our core functions and corporate structures are such that some information will not
be made available routinely. It may not be appropriate – and in some cases, it may
be misleading or confusion – to release information at an early stage, for example
during the very early development stage of a new policy or process. Once the Board
has come to an initial view about policy proposals, we will either consult on these,
and share our thinking with stakeholders and the wider public, in line with our
Mission and Approach (if it is a significant policy related to our responsibilities under
the Royal Charter), or discuss the proposals further in an open meeting of our Board.
This document has been structured developed in line according to the seven
classes of information in with the Information Commissioner’s Model Publication
Scheme for non departmental public bodies. The information that we will make
available is grouped under seven classes of information:
o
o
o

Who we are and what we do;
What we spend and how we spend it;
What our priorities are and how we are progressing these;
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o
o
o
o

How we make decisions;
Policies and procedures;
Lists and registers;
Services we offer

How does the scheme work?
If you would like a hard copy of information available, please contact:The information
listed in this document is available on our website and in print. You can access
information in three ways:
Via our website – pressrecognitionpanel.org.uk
If the information is available on our website, a link will be provided. Responses to
information requests that we have previously received and dealt with will also be
held on the website in a disclosure log.
By email
You can send a request to prp@pressrecognitionpanel.org.uk. Include the words
‘publication scheme’ in the subject header.
By post
You can write to us at PRP, Mappin House, 4 Winsley Street, London, W1W 8HF
Telephone number: 020 3443 7071
prp@pressrecognitiooanel.org.uk
If you ask for information that is available on our website to be provided in paper
format, it may be necessary for us to make a charge. For example, if a large amount
of photocopying or printing is required, or if the cost of postage of a large volume of
paperwork is very high, a charge is more likely to be made. You will be notified in
advance of any actual charges.
How up to date is the publication scheme?
Most of the information that we make available will be current. However, for certain
classes of information, it may be necessary to publish the information retrospectively.
Information will not be made available indefinitely. We are committed to providing the
public with as much information as is practicably possible, however, it is important
that we provide only relevant and up to date information.
Is the information available in other languages and other formats?
Most information is available in English. We will also consider, on request, providing
copies of material in other languages.
We will supply information in alternative formats where, through reason of disability,
standard electronic or hard copy documents may not be accessible. When making a
request, please let us know how you would like the information communicated to you
– we will do our best to comply.
Please note that providing information in other languages and in alternative formats
may take longer than otherwise would be the case.
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Our information
Who we are and what we do – organisational information, structures, location and
contacts.
Information
Role and responsibilities of the PRP
Information about our role, function and
powers
FAQs
The Leveson Report
Board Members and staff
Organisational structure of the PRP

Website links Format
Who we are
FAQs
The Leveson Report
The Royal Charter
Online
Printed copy from website
The Board
The PRP Executive Team

Information relating to the PRP’s remit and
functions on our internal structure

Who we are
FAQs
The Leveson Report
The Royal Charter

Lists of information relating to organisations
with whom the PRP works in partnership

TBC available on request

Details of meetings held with stakeholders

Stakeholder Meeting
Correspondence

Board Members and staff

The Board
The PRP Executive Team

The location and contact details for the
PRP

Ways to Connect Online
Printed copy from the website

Legislation
The Royal Charter

Online
Printed copy from the website

Organisations we work with
Information relating to the organisations
that we work with:
- The recognised Regulator and link to
their website
- Details of meetings with stakeholders

Online
Printed copy from the website
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What we spend and how we spend it – financial information relating to projected and
actual income and expenditure, procurement, contracts and financial audit
Information
Annual Report and
AccountsFinancial statements,
budgets and variance reports

Website linksFormat

Annual Business Plan and Budget

Board Meeting Papers
PRP Business Plan 2015/16
PRP Annual Report and Financial
Statements for the period 3
November 2014 to 31 March 2015
Online
Printed from the website

Financial audit reports

Publications

Procurement and tendering
procedures

Procurement policy

Board Members’ interests

Register of Relevant Interests

Lists of contracts awarded and their
value

Available only on request

Internal financial regulations

Anti-bribery, money laundering,
fraud, theft and corruption policy

Monthly finance reports

What our priorities are and how we are progressing these – strategies and plans,
performance – strategies and plans, performance indicators, audits, reviews
Information
Annual business plan
Annual report and accounts
Annual report on the recognition
system (October 2016 and 2017)
Reports to Parliament

Website linksFormat

Publications
Publications
Publications
Publications
Organisational Policies

Service standards
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How we make decisions – decision-making processes and records of decisions
Information

Website linksFormat

Major policy proposals and
decisions
Background information relating to
major policy
Guidance and procedures relating to
recognition
proposals and decisions
Guidance for applicants
Our fee charging scheme
PRP Board’s indicative view on
some elements of the Charter
Guidance on cyclical and ad hoc
reviews
Public consultations
Reports and Board papers provided
for consideration at Board meeting

Online
Printed copy from the website
Publications
Publications
Openness, Transparency and
Consultation Policy
Past Board Meetings
Past Board Meetings
Organisational Policies

Minutes of Board meetings
Board decision report on IMPRESS
Internal communications guidance
and criteria used for decisionmaking i.e. process systems and
key personnel

Public Consultations – consultation
papers and the results of the
consultation

Online
Printed copy from the website or
available on request
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Consultation on proposals for
recognition
Consultation on cyclical and ad hoc
reviews
Consultation on amendments to our
guidance on cyclical and ad hoc
reviews

Online
Printed copy from the website or
available on request

Consultation on fees decision report

Our policies and procedures – current written protocols, policies and procedures for
delivering our functionsservices and responsibilities
Information
Board and Executive:
1. Terms and Conditions of
Service for Board Members
2. Board remuneration
3. Equality, diversity and
inclusion
4. Antibribery, money
laundering, fraud, theft and
corruption
5. Gifts, hospitality and
Expenses
6. Rules and Procedures for
Board meetings

Website linksFormat

Online
Printed copy from the website

Purpose:
7. Mission and Approach
8. Corporate social
responsibility
9. Working in Northern Ireland
and Scotland
10. Arrangements for fixing the
PRP’s seal
Finance
11. Finance
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12. Procurement
13. Scheme of delegation and
matters reserved
14. Treasury
When things go wrong:
15. Disciplinary procedures for
Chair and Board Members
16. Complaints handling policy
(about a PRP individual)
17. Whistleblowing policy
(staff)
Information security/ Business
Continuity:
18. Freedom of Information Act
policy
19. Data Protection Act policy
20. Data retention and disposal
policy
21. IT policy
22. Business Continuity

Policies and procedures for the
conduct of Board business
Policies and procedures relating to
the recognition function of the PRP
Policies and procedures for the
recruitment and employment of staff
Customer services
Records Management and personal
data policies
Charging regime and policies

Board Rules of Procedure
Guidance for applicants
Organisational Policies
Join the team
Organisational Policies
Organisational Policies
Data Protection Policy
Data Retention and Disposal Policy
In development

Lists and registers – currently maintained lists and registers
Information

Website links

Public registers and registers held
as public records

To be added in future

Disclosure logs:
A log indicating what information
has been provided in relation to an
FOI request

To be added in future
Online
Printed copy from the website
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Register of Board interests:
Register of interests of Board
members

Register of Relevant Interestsonline

Register of interests of senior staff

Available on request

Register of gifts:
Register of offers of gifts and
hospitality provided to Board
members and senior personnel
Any other lists required by statute or
under the Royal Charter

No offers of gifts and hospitality yet
received

TBC

The service we offer – information about the services we currently provide, including
leaflets and, guidance and newsletters produced
Information

Website linksFormat

Guidance for applicants
Policy advice
Preliminary discussions with
prospective regulators
Our fee charging scheme

Online

PRP Board’s indicative view on
some elements of the Charter

Printed copy from the website or
available on request
Who we are
FAQs
Guidance for applicants
Guidance for applicants
Current consultations
Publications
Guidance for applicants
News overview

Guidance on cyclical and ad hoc
reviews
Complaining about a recognised
Regulator
Myths and Facts factsheets
PRP’s responsibilities
Services to recognised regulators
Services to publishers
Services to members of the public
Leaflets, books and newsletters
Advice and guidance
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Media releases
Stakeholder engagement

For further assistance or guidance, please prp@pressrecognitionpanel.org.uk or
write to us at the following address: PRP, Mappin House, 4 Winsley Street, London
W1W 8HF
Agreed by the PRP Board, December 2015
Reviewed and updated by the Board, January 2017
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Appendix 2

Policy on Board Member remuneration
Recommendation: Policy updated to reflect decision of Board in its December 2017
meeting.
The Royal Charter (para 5.3) sets out that ‘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’.
Having considered a detailed report on the prevailing rates paid to members of
public sector boards, at its meeting in December 2014, the Board has agreed:
▪
▪

a rate payable to the Chair of £30,000 per annum for a minimum time
commitment of 60 days, with effect from 3 November 2014
a rate payable to Board Members of £6,000 per annum for a minimum time
commitment of 20 days a year, with effect from 3 November 2014

The Board reviewed the remuneration rates at its meeting in December 2017 and
agreed that the rates set in December 2014 should not change, other than an
increase to £2,500 for Board member Harry Rich in recognition of his role as Chair of
the Audit and Risk Committee and Board member with financial responsibility.
Future reviews of remuneration
From a governance perspective, the Board acknowledges that it is not considered
best practice for a Board to set its own remuneration but the Royal Charter requires
that here. The Board will continue to review remuneration rates annually.

The Board will consider what if any additional arrangements it wishes to put in place
for the purposes of any further reviews of remuneration – including the establishment
of a remuneration committee – at a later date. As with other elements of the
Governance Framework, an interim position would be adopted for further
consideration by the Board following public consultation.

Agreed by the PRP Board, December 2014
Reviewed by the PRP Board, December 2017

Appendix 3

Equality, diversity and inclusion Policy
Recommendation: This policy has been reviewed and updated in line with general
guidance provided by the Government Equalities Office and the Equalities and Human
Rights Commission. The PRP’s commitment to the Equality Duty will be re-iterated as a key
consideration in the Communications Strategy (due to be considered by the Board in March
2018).

The Press Recognition Panel is committed to eliminating discrimination and
encouraging diversity amongst everyone who works with us. We believe that, for our
organisation to be successful, we need to work with the most talented and diverse
people available. The talents and resources of all individuals will be fully utilised to
maximise the efficiency of the PRP.
In delivering our legal responsibilities including those relating to the recognition of
press regulators, and as an employer, our aim is to be truly representative of all
sections of society. We want everyone who we work with, to feel respected, and able
to give of their best. We want everyone whose views are relevant to our work to feel
included.
To that end the purpose of this policy is to provide equality and fairness for all in our
legal and employment duties, and in the way we conduct our business, and not to
discriminate on grounds of any of the protected characteristics of age, disability,
gender reassignment, race, religion or belief, ethnicity, sex, sexual orientation,
marriage and civil partnership, pregnancy, maternity and political belief. We oppose
all forms of unlawful and unfair discrimination.
We will enthusiastically give effect to our obligations arising from the public sector
Equality Duty (in the light of the fact that the Royal Charter specifies that the PRP’s
functions are public functions).
When public authorities carry out their functions, the Equality Act says they must
have due regard to the need to:


eliminate unlawful discrimination



advance equality of opportunity between people who share a protected
characteristic and those who don’t
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foster or encourage good relations between people who share a protected
characteristic and those who don’t.
We will ensure we conduct our business in a way which respects all protected
characteristics, and that we will engage with all our stakeholders in a way which
respects any impacts due to disability or language barrier.
Everyone who works for us, whether part-time, full-time or temporary, will be treated
fairly and with respect, and will be helped and encouraged to develop their full
potential. The talents and resources of all individuals will be fully utilised to maximise
the efficiency of the PRP.
Selection for employment, promotion, training or any other benefit will be on the
basis of aptitude and ability. In relation to recruitment, appointments will be made
solely on merit. We positively encourage applications from people from all sections
of the community, from all backgrounds and with a broad range of experience.
To ensure that all those who work for us are treated fairly, we monitor diversity as
part of our recruitment process and request that individuals applying for roles with us
complete a monitoring form. Providing this information is optional. Information
provided will be treated as strictly confidential and will be used for monitoring
purposes only. No information will be published or used in any way which allows any
individuals to be identified.
Our commitments are:
 To create an environment in which individual differences and the
contributions of everyone are recognised and valued.
 Everyone who works for us and in partnership with us is entitled to a
working environment that promotes dignity and respect to all. No form
of intimidation, bullying or harassment will be tolerated.
 We will ensure that everyone who works for us is offered training,
development and progression opportunities.
 We will review all our practices and procedures to ensure fairness, and
in due course will develop an Equality Scheme and an action plan to
give effect to our equality obligations including those arising from the
Public Sector Equality Duty.
 We will consciously think about the three aims of the Equality Duty as
part of the process for decision making and the development of policy
options, implementation and review across the organisation.
 We will instil equality, diversity and inclusion practices that make sound
business sense.
 Breaches of our equality, diversity and inclusion policy will be regarded
as misconduct and could lead to disciplinary proceedings or legal
action.
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This policy is agreed by the Board which takes full responsibility for
Equality, Diversity and Inclusion issues.

The policy will be monitored and reviewed annually.
Agreed by the PRP Board, December 2014
Reviewed and updated by the PRP Board, January 2017
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Appendix 4

Gifts and Hospitality and Expenses Policy

Recommendation: Minor amendment to re-emphasise that offers of gifts/hospitality
should be recorded.
Gifts and Hospitality
Purpose
1.
The purpose of this Policy is to set out the responsibilities of Board Members and staff
of the Press Recognition Panel (the PRP) in respect of offering or receiving corporate gifts
and/or hospitality.
Scope
2.
This Policy applies to Board Members, full time and part time employees on full
or short-term contracts, and to others working with the PRP, including secondees, agency
contractors and others employed under a contract of service.
General Principles
3.

The guiding principles governing gifts and hospitality are that:
The PRP Board and staff may not accept any gifts or hospitality that

would reasonably be seen to compromise their personal judgment or integrity;

Any offers of gifts or hospitality received should be recorded in the
Gifts and Hospitality Register.
Gifts
4.
The Board has determined that there would never be circumstances when the
acceptance of gifts in any way related to the PRP or its work by either individuals or their
relatives would be acceptable. If a gift is offered, it should be politely refused and returned,
with an explanation of the PRP’s policy. Details of the offer should be provided to the
Executive Administration Manager, who will record details in the PRP’s Gifts and Hospitality
Register.
Hospitality
5.
The offering or receipt of hospitality in relation to the PRP or its work may be
acceptable provided that it is a normal and appropriate expression of business courtesy.
Hospitality may take various forms, from the provision of tea and coffee at meetings, to large
formal receptions or dinners. Working lunches etc provided at PRP premises or by the PRP
at PRP events need not be reported or registered. All offers of hospitality should be
discussed with the Chair, or the Chief Executive, and recorded by the Executive
Administration Manager
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Fees for speeches or other work carried out
6.
It is the PRP’s policy that any decision to speak will be determined on merit – fees will
not be accepted. Reasonable expenses connected with a speaking engagement are
acceptable. All invitations to speak should be channelled to the Chair via the Chief
Executive.
The Gifts and Hospitality Register
7.
All offers must be reported as soon as possible to the Executive Administration
Manager, who will record details in the PRP’s Gifts and Hospitality Register. The PRP may
require this information to prove that no tax is payable.
Expenses
Scope
8.
This policy applies to all Board Members, advisers, visitors and staff of the Press
Recognition Panel (the PRP).
9.
This policy is designed to ensure cost efficiency and business effectiveness. In making
claims for these expenses claimants must apply a test of reasonableness and use the most
cost efficient means of discharging their responsibilities.
Responsibilities
10. Claimants should submit claims as soon as possible. All claimants must ensure
expenses are submitted within one calendar month and at the year-end (31 March). Claims
after this period will be paid only in exceptional circumstances.
Expenses
11.
The PRP does not use the services of an authorised travel agent. All travel and hotel
bookings should be made directly by the individual who will be reimbursed in accordance
with this policy, unless otherwise advised by the Executive Administration Manager (for
example, arrangements might be made for travel and hotel accommodation for overnight
stays involving all Board Members).
12.
The claimant is expected to take advantage of the best and most cost effective
available rates.
Travel and Subsistence Costs
13.
It is expected that claimants who live within one and a half hours travelling distance
of their official destination will travel daily.
14.1 For travel to attend meetings of the Board or otherwise on the business of the PRP,
expenses can be claimed at the following rates:
i.actual payments for the most cost effective travel by standard class, a flexible return or
the cost equivalent public rail transport. Any requests to travel other than standard class
should be forwarded with an explanation of the circumstances to be approved by the
Chief Executive. The test of reasonableness will apply;
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ii.cost is assumed to apply to travel from the claimant’s principal place of residence within
the UK. Where this is not the case, the expense claimable would be the lower of the
actual cost of travel, and travel from the principal UK residence. Any exceptional
circumstance require approval by the Chief Executive
iii.the same principles applied to rail travel apply also to air travel;
iv.for travel by private car, 45 pence per mile for the first 10,000 miles, 25 pence over
10,000 miles (in accordance with approved HMRC mileage rates), and actual parking
fees and congestion charge;
v.for travel by motorcycle, 24 pence per mile;
vi.for travel by bicycle, 20 pence per mile;
vii.for travel by underground or bus including where oyster card or contactless payment is
used, reimbursement of the published fares (where evidence of the journey is not readily
available).
14.2 When absent from home or attending business meetings of the PRP or otherwise on
the business of the PRP, expenditure on subsistence will be reimbursed against receipts
up to the following limits:
viii.for lunch, up to £15 per day plus vat;
ix.for dinner, up to £25 per day plus vat;
x.for each night’s absence in respect of accommodation up to £140 per night plus vat. This
must not include any extras such as alcohol or newspapers. These must be paid for
separately by the claimant;
xi.any hospitality to third parties must be approved by the Chief Executive and must be in
accordance with the PRP’s policy on gifts and hospitality (e.g. hospitality for anyone who
is not an employee).
Carer costs or other ‘reasonable adjustments’
15.
Reimbursement of carer costs that enable participants to attend events will be made
upon presentation of evidence supporting the claim.
16.
Where ‘reasonable adjustments’ are required to enable a claimant’s participation
(whether travel, accommodation or otherwise), the cost of making these will be reimbursed.
Airline Frequent Flyer Schemes
17.
Claimants may retain frequent flyer scheme benefits. However, participation in these
schemes must not influence flight selection. The lowest proposed airfare should be taken.
Airline club memberships and credit card reward programmes are at the traveller’s expense.
Lost or Missing Receipts / Tickets
18.
For audit purposes, receipts and evidence of the expenditure having been incurred
are required for all claims (other than for underground or bus travel, where evidence is not
readily available). In the event of lost or missing receipts the claimant should seek duplicate
receipts or produce alternative proof of payment. If no proof of payment is available, refunds
will be allowable only if accompanied by a written explanation and approved by the Chief
Executive.
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Authorisation
19. All claims submitted must be authorised by the Chief Executive and in respect of
expenses incurred by the Chief Executive, by the Chair, or an individual nominated to
authorise claims on his/her behalf.
Notes
20.
The Chief Executive will monitor exceptions to the policy and report them to the
Board periodically.
21.
Claims for subsistence may not exceed the daily limits shown except with the
agreement of the Chief Executive. If there is a request for a regular variation in respect of
any part of this policy in relation to any claimant the case will be referred to the Board for a
decision, and the policy amended as necessary.

Gifts and Hospitality policy agreed by the PRP Board, January 2015
Expenses Policy agreed by the PRP Board, December 2014
Gifts and hospitality policy revised and updated to include the Expenses Policy as agreed by
the PRP Board, January 17
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Appendix 5

Rules of procedure for meetings of the Press Recognition Panel
Board
Recommendation: Updated to reflect operational practise.
Introduction
The Press Recognition Panel (the PRP) came into being on 3 November 2014 under
the provisions of the Royal Charter on self-regulation of the press.
Frequency of Meetings
The Board shall meet at least five times in each financial year, and frequently
enough to discharge its functions.1 The Board shall revisit the frequency of the Board
meetings regularly. The Board will continue to receive monthly organisational and
finance updates from the CEO.
An emergency meeting of the Board may be called by the Chair where in their
opinion an urgent matter has arisen, or following receipt of a written request, signed
by at least two Board Members, setting out the reason why a special meeting is
required.
The Board may also hold development and strategy events. The purpose of such
events will be to provide an opportunity to reflect more thoroughly on strategy and
key issues and also to develop its working practices.
Notice of Meetings
Board meetings will normally be called well in advance and with a minimum of 28
days’ notice. A Board meeting may exceptionally be called at shorter notice. Notice
of a Board meeting will be given to Board Members in writing (including by email).
Failure to receive notice of a Board meeting will not invalidate that Board meeting or
any business transacted at it.
By the end of September each year, a schedule of meetings of the Board (and any
committees established by the Board) the following calendar year will be proposed
for the Board’s approval.
Agenda and papers
1

From December 2014 to April 2017, the PRP Board met on a monthly basis. The PRP Board moved to bimonthly meetings post April 2017.

The agenda and papers for Board meetings will normally be circulated at least five
clear working days in advance of the meeting by email and post.
The agenda and papers (other than those relating to items to be discussed in the
confidential sessions) for Board meetings will be placed on the PRP’s website at the
same time as being provided to Board Members. In the interests of transparency and
in order to enable what would otherwise be confidential items to be discussed in
public, the Chair may determine – exceptionally – that papers relating to matters
scheduled to be discussed in public session should not be published in advance of
meetings.
The papers for each meeting shall comprise:
• an agenda approved by the Chair which shall indicate the matters to be
discussed at the meeting;
• a copy of the agreed or draft minutes of the last Board meeting;
• the Chief Executive’s report;
• the Finance report and
• such other supporting documents and information relevant to the matters to
be discussed as the Chair may think appropriate.
Non receipt of papers by individual Board Members will not invalidate a Board
meeting or any business transacted at that meeting.
Where a meeting of the Board is called at short notice the Executive shall distribute
notice of the meeting and the papers relating to the business to be transacted at the
earliest practical opportunity. Papers will be distributed by email.
With the permission of the Chair, papers may exceptionally be tabled at a Board
meeting or circulated after the agenda is dispatched.
Executive attendance at meetings
Members of the Executive (and relevant advisers) will normally attend meetings (or
the relevant part of meetings) of the Board to support the consideration of specific
items of business. On occasion, the Executive may be asked to withdraw from the
meeting for specific items of business.
Other attendees at meetings
Meetings of the Board will be open for public attendance but it will not be permissible
for people attending to record or film a meeting or any part of it without the express
permission of the Board given in advance.
Members of the public who wish to attend will be asked to notify the Board in
advance of their wish wherever practicable so that appropriate arrangements can be
made to accommodate the meeting.

The public may be excluded from that part of a meeting which the Chair, or the
Board, decides should be held in confidence given the nature of the subject matter,
such as where the discussion relates to the personal affairs of an individual or to
matters which would attract legal professional privilege, or, exceptionally, where the
Board decides that its evaluation of the issues involved could be prejudiced by being
held in public.
The Chair may decide to exclude from a meeting any members of the public who
disrupt or interfere with the progress of the meeting.
The Board may invite other individuals to attend meetings of the Board, for example
the Board may wish to hear a particular stakeholder’s point of view on a matter. The
invitation may be for the entire meeting or for a specific item(s); the invitee is not
obliged to attend. Any individual attending a Board meeting in this capacity will not
be entitled to vote and may be asked to withdraw from the meeting at any point.
Quorum
Any decision made by a properly constituted meeting of the Board satisfying the
requirements of these procedure rules shall be deemed to be a decision made by the
Board.
In order to ensure that there has been proper input to, and scrutiny of, decisions it is
necessary to have a quorum for meetings of the Board. The quorum for meetings of
the Board shall be 50% of the Board Members (including the Chair) appointed at that
time; when calculating this figure any fractions should be rounded down.
If a Board Member cannot participate in a discussion and/or voting on any matter as
a result of a declaration of interest they will not count in the quorum for that item.
If a quorum is not available for the discussion of any matter(s) this will be recorded in
the minutes and the decision made will be ratified at the next quorate meeting of the
Board.
If a Board meeting becomes inquorate during the course of the meeting any
decisions made will be ratified at the next quorate meeting of the Board. If those
Members present at an inquorate meeting determine that a decision that falls to be
taken by that meeting is of such significance that the decision should be taken by a
quorum, that decision may be taken under the deferred decision provision (see
below).
All or any of the Board Members may, in exceptional cases, participate in a Board
meeting by video conference, telephone (or any communication technique that
allows all persons participating in the meeting to hear each other) and this fact will be
recorded in the minutes accordingly. Board Members participating in this manner will

be deemed to be present at the meeting and shall be entitled to make decisions and
to vote and be counted in the quorum.
Written comments on agenda items submitted by a Board Member who is absent will
be circulated to those Board Members that are present and read out at an
appropriate point in the meeting. This provision does not apply to Members who are
not permitted to participate in a matter as a result of a declared conflict of interest.
Chair
The Chair will preside over all Board meetings. In the absence of the Chair, whether
this be temporarily on the grounds of a declared conflict of interest or otherwise, a
Board Member, chosen from amongst those present, will chair the meeting. It is the
responsibility of the Chair or member presiding at the meeting to:
• decide the order in which Board Members will speak, ensuring that adequate
views are sought in order to make informed decisions;
• determine all matters of order, competency and relevancy;
• decide which matters are or are not out of order in terms of the meeting;
• determine whether a vote is required and how it is carried out;
• maintain order in the meeting;
• adjourn the meeting, if necessary, for whatever period of time they believe is
appropriate.
Declaration of Conflict of Interest
All Board Members must comply with the PRP’s Board Terms and Conditions of
Service regarding declaration of conflicts of interest.
Any new interests or changes in interest already registered should be declared as
soon as possible and recorded and minuted at the next PRP Board meeting.
Before any item is discussed at a Board meeting, each Board Member must disclose
any conflict of interest that they believe may arise in relation to that item. If a Board
Member is in any doubt as to whether a particular matter constitutes a conflict of
interest, they should disclose it.
Order of Business
The normal order of business at every meeting of the Board shall be:
• where the Chair is not present and the Chair has not nominated a Board
Member to chair the meeting, to select a Member to chair the meeting;
• to receive any apologies for absence;
• to consider any declarations of interest;
• to deal with any matters arising from the minutes of the previous Board
meeting in the order in which they appear;
• to receive a report on any urgent decisions taken between meetings;
• to consider such business as is set out on the agenda for the meeting;

•

to consider, at the discretion of the Chair, any items of other business.

The order of business may be varied by resolution of the Board at the Chair’s
discretion.
Voting
Decisions of the Board will normally be made by consensus rather than by formal
vote. Failing consensus, decisions will be made by a vote when:
•

•
•

the Chair (or in the Chair’s absence the Member acting in that capacity) feels
that there is a body of opinion amongst Board Members at the meeting that
disagrees with a proposal or have expressed reservations about it and no
clear consensus has emerged; or
a Board Member who is present requests that a vote be taken and this is
supported by at least one other Board Member; or
the Chair feels that a vote is appropriate.

If a vote is taken, the number voting for, against and any abstentions shall be
recorded in the minutes. The Chair will cast his/her vote at the same time as the
Board. Voting shall normally take place by a show of hands or such other means of
assent or dissent as the Chair deems appropriate.
In the event of an equality of votes, the Chair shall have a second and casting vote.
The decision will be carried by a simple majority. The Chair’s ruling as to the
outcome of such a vote shall be final.
Deferral of Decision
Any Board Member may propose to defer a decision on an agenda item in order that
the Board can be provided with additional information to support the taking of that
decision, or for any other reason. If this is agreed, the decision to defer, together with
the reason for doing so, will be recorded in the minutes of the meeting together with
a proposed timescale for returning the matter to the Board for consideration.
A deferred decision may be taken through email correspondence outside of the
Board meeting, where this is agreed in the meeting.
All deferred decisions taken between Board meetings will be reported on and
reflected in the minutes of the Board meeting subsequent to the decision being
taken.
Urgency
During the course of the PRP’s business, matters may arise between scheduled
Board meetings that require urgent Board approval or discussion and cannot be
postponed until the next convened Board meeting. Where decisions that would
ordinarily be taken at Board meetings have to be made on an urgent basis they may

be taken by the Chair. A decision taken under this provision will be reported at the
next Board meeting together with an explanation of the reasons for urgency. The
decision will be recorded in the minutes of the Board meeting to which it is reported.
If the Chair considers the urgent decision to be of a significant nature, arrangements
will be made for the matter to be decided or discussed via email or at an emergency
Board meeting.
In the case of a decision made by email, in order for a recommendation to be
approved, a response must be received from at least 50% of the Board Members
appointed at that time. When calculating this figure any fractions should be rounded
down. The majority of the responses received must be in favour of the
recommendation.
Governance and Records
Any point of order alleging a breach of these procedure rules shall be heard
immediately. The Chair’s ruling on the point of order shall be final.
The Executive will be present at all meetings of the Board and any meetings of a
committee of the Board to advise and record any decisions made. The Chair will
agree any individual to act as Board Secretary.
The Board Secretary shall be responsible for ensuring that the minutes of the
meeting, including a record of any resolution passed by the Board and any
committee, are retained. The Chair (or in the Chair’s absence Board Member acting
in this capacity) will be asked to agree the minutes before they are presented to the
Board for approval as soon as practicable; once approved the minutes will be signed
by the Chair.
Once approved by the Board the minutes will be published on the PRP website,
subject to the redaction of any discussion of matters considered by the Board to be
confidential, although the decisions taken in the confidential session will be
published. The presumption will be for the maximum level of openness and
transparency.
Reserved Matters
Certain matters are reserved to the Board for decision. This does not preclude other
matters being referred to the Board for decision.
Where it is a matter of judgement as to whether a matter is reserved to the Board or
not, the Chair will make a determination and the matters reserved will be amended
or clarified accordingly.
Agreed by the PRP Board, December 2014
Reviewed and updated by the PRP Board, March 2017

Appendix 6

Statement of Mission and Approach
Recommendation: For general review – no change recommended.
The Press Recognition Panel is the independent body set up by Royal Charter to
ensure that regulators of the UK press are independent, properly funded and able to
protect the public. The PRP works in the public interest by supporting and promoting
a free press in a free and fair society.
We do this by:


deciding whether or not a regulator who applies for recognition
complies with the criteria set out in the Royal Charter;



making sure, through review, that they continue to meet the criteria;



withdrawing recognition if they don’t; and



reporting on any success of failure of the recognition system, including
the impact of our work.

We will perform our duties:


independently, using to the full the complete freedom we have from
state, government or any other interest, and expressing our views
honestly and courageously;



fairly, guided by the principle of understanding the public interest, ad
always putting it first;



openly, asking questions, using the widest possible range of evidence
available to us to make our decisions, and explaining them clearly; and



transparently, wherever possible holding our meetings in public,
publishing our papers, and making our meetings formal and
documented – ensuring that the public and those we serve can see
how we are putting our principles into practice.



Inclusively: guided by the principles of equality and diversity as an
employer, and in the way we work with colleagues and stakeholders,
and in the way we conduct out business

We are committed to operating with the maximum degree of openness and
transparency in all our dealings. We will also encourage openness and transparency
on the part of other relevant organisations.
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We are committed to ensuring that all those who are affected by our work have a say
in how we operate.
We are committed to engaging with all stakeholders in a way which respects
disabilities and language barriers.
When we consult, we will seek out, and listen to, the broadest range of views. We
will speak plainly and promote the widest possible dialogue with all those with an
interest in our work.
When we take decisions, we will always consider how regulation can best respond to
the developments in the industry on which it will impact, and the changing reality of
people’s lives, behaviour and expectations.
We will be challenging where challenge is necessary; we will not seek out
controversy but we will speak fearlessly.
Above all, we will ensure that we play a valuable, and valued, role in delivering a
press independent of state regulation, but well-regulated in the public interest.

Agreed by the PRP Board, January 2015
Reviewed and updated by the PRP Board, February 2017
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Appendix 7

Working in Northern Ireland and Scotland
Recommendation: For general review – no change recommended.
We are committed to receiving and considering applications from across the United
Kingdom including Scotland and Northern Ireland. We seek to engage with all
relevant individuals and organisations with an interest in our work from across the
UK.

Agreed by the PRP Board, December 2014
Reviewed and updated by the PRP Board, February 17

Appendix 8

Policy for fixing the PRP’s Common Seal
Recommendation: For general review – no change recommended.
The Royal Charter envisages that the Press Recognition Panel (PRP) will adopt a
Common Seal:
14.2 The Recognition Panel shall have a Common Seal. The Recognition Panel may
alter its Common Seal or replace it with a new one.
Under the provisions of the Charter, the Board determines that a document is duly
executed by the Press Recognition Panel by the affixing of its common seal.
A document is validly executed by the Press Recognition Panel if it is signed on
behalf of the organisation by a minimum of two authorised signatories.
Those authorised to give agreement to the fixing of the seal are the Chair, or any
member of the Board and the Chief Executive (and in the Chief Executive’s absence,
any two members of the Board).
The seal should be fixed in the presence of a witness who can attest that the
relevant authorisations have been granted. This will normally be the Executive
Administration Manager.
The sealing will be recorded by the Executive Administration Manager in the register
of sealings which is held at the PRP’s registered office address. This will record the
nature of the document being sealed, the names of the authorised signatories, the
name of the witness and the date the seal was fixed.

Agreed by the PRP Board, August 2015
Reviewed and updated by the PRP Board, February 2017

Appendix 9

Finance Policy
Recommendation: Technical updates recommended to reflect current
operational practise.
1. General
1.1 Established by Royal Charter, the Press Recognition Panel (‘the PRP’) has
been granted funds from the Exchequer that are sufficient to enable the Board
to commence its operations and fulfil its purpose for the first three years of
operation. The grant of such monies has been made in accordance with the
general principles of Managing Public Money, which offers guidance on how to
handle public funds.
1.2 The Chief Executive is designated as the Accounting Officer for the PRP
and is personally responsible and accountable to Parliament for:



safeguarding the public funds for which she has charge; and
for ensuring propriety and regularity in the handling of those public funds.

1.3 This document establishes the financial control framework for the PRP. It is
set by the Board and is applicable to everyone who works for the PRP, to
ensure that the Accounting Officer can undertake her duties in accordance with
the law and Managing Public Money, in order to achieve probity, accuracy,
economy, efficiency and effectiveness. Failure to comply with the Finance
policy could result in disciplinary action.
2. Roles, responsibilities and delegation
2.1 The Accounting Officer exercises financial supervision and control by:
 defining specific financial responsibilities;
 agreeing the financial strategy; and
 defining and approving financial procedures and systems.
2.2 The Accounting Officer is personally accountable to Parliament for the
stewardship of the PRP’s funds, for the good management of the organisation,
and for ensuring that the PRP meets its obligation to undertake its role and
functions within the financial limits set. The Accounting Officer is responsible for
signing off the PRP’s annual report and accounts.
2.3 The Accounting Officer will, as she deems appropriate, delegate detailed
responsibilities to other staff (in writing) within an approved scheme of
delegation.
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2.4 The Accounting Officer must ensure that all of the Board and staff are
notified of and understand their responsibilities within these financial
procedures.
2.5 The Accounting Officer is responsible for:
 implementing the PRP’s financial policies and for coordinating any corrective
action;
 maintaining an effective system of internal control including ensuring that
financial procedures and systems are prepared and documented;
 ensuring that sufficient records are maintained in order to ensure, with
reasonable accuracy, the financial position of the PRP at any time;
 maintaining preparing a scheme for charging fees to Regulators in relation to
the functions of recognition and cyclical review, which will subsequently be
approved by the Board and consulted on publicly (the aim of the scheme is that
the PRP will recover its full costs in determining applications for recognition and
for conducting cyclical reviews as appropriate para 11.3 of the Royal Charter
refers); and
 ensuring the provision of financial advice to the Board.
2.6 The Accounting Officer is responsible for the procurement of goods and
services including:
 preparing Reviewing the a procurement policy;
 ensuring goods and services are procured in accordance with best practice at
the best levels of value for money and with due regard to the proportionate
value of goods and services that are being procured.
2.7 Staff are responsible for:
 the security of the property of the PRP;
 avoiding loss;
 exercising economy and efficiency in the use of resources;
 conforming with the requirements of this policy, any limitations on delegation
of authority to them and financial policies and procedures;
 ensuring that budget allocations are not overspent and that planned and
actual expenditure takes full account of the need to achieve value for money in
terms of efficiency, effectiveness and economy;
 ensuring that potential significant variations from profiled budgets are drawn
to the attention of the Chief Executive so that she, and the Board if appropriate,
can consider whether the available resources can be used cost-effectively to
further the work of the PRP or to determine what additional action needs to be
taken; and
 preventing, reporting and detecting fraud and corruption and ensuring that all
PRP colleagues share this responsibility.
3. Financial Systems
3.1 The Accounting Officer is responsible for the maintenance of appropriate
financial systems in order to allow the Chair and Board to carry out their

Page 2 of 7

financial obligations. The financial systems must be properly described and
kept updated.
3.2 The Accounting Officer will ensure maximisation of separation of duties so
that individuals are protected from exposure to undue influence, unfair criticism
or allegation.
3.3 The Accounting Officer will ensure that suitable back-up arrangements
and/or reserve facilities are in place and that when required they can be
invoked with sufficient speed to ensure that the operation and integrity of the
services are maintained.
4. Business planning, budgets, budgetary control and monitoring
4.1 The Accounting Officer will compile and submit to the Board for
consideration, an annual proposed budget to finance the activities in the PRP’s
work plan.
4.2 The Accounting Officer may delegate the management of a budget to
permit the performance of a defined range of activities. This delegation must be
in writing and be accompanied by a clear definition of: the amount of the
budget; the purpose(s) of each budget, individual responsibilities and the
provision of regular reports.
4.3 The Finance Director (or equivalent) will devise and maintain systems of
budgetary control and expenditure forecasting.
4.4 Budget holders are responsible for ensuring that expenditure is kept within
budget. If budgets are exceeded then the reasons for this should be reported to
the Accounting Officer, together with any proposed remedial action.
4.5 In accordance with para 11.9 of the Royal Charter, the Chair has appointed
one Board Member to take specific responsibility for reporting to the Board on
the management of the finances of the PRP. Harry Rich was appointed to
undertake this role at the Board’s 18 December 2014 meeting. The Finance
Director (or equivalent) will meet the Board Member on a quarterly basis as
required to discuss the PRP’s finances in detail. The Accounting Officer will
also attend these meetings.
5. Annual accounts
5.1 The financial year for the PRP is the period from 1 April to 31 March each
year. (in the first year of operation, the financial period is 3 November 2014 to
31 March 2015). The Accounting Officer will prepare annual accounts for each
financial year in accordance with the Financial Reporting Manual issued by HM
Treasury.
5.2 In accordance with Royal Charter, the Board must send a copy of the
statement to the Comptroller and Auditor General (C&AG) as soon as
practicable after the end of the financial year (para 12.2).
5.3 In accordance with any necessary arrangements made between the
Comptroller and Audit General and the Press Recognition Panel, the C&AG will
examine, certify and report on the statement each year (para 12.3). The PRP is
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required to lay a copy of the certified statement and the C&AG’s report before
Parliament (para 12.4).
6. Banking Arrangements
6.1. The Accounting Officer is responsible for managing the PRP’s banking
arrangement within the parameters set by the Board.
6.2 The PRP is able to earn any interest on its balances – The PRP’s
Investment policy provides further advice on the PRP’s policy on all
investments.
6.3 All payments for invoices, for the salaries and expenses of staff and for the
salaries and expenses of the Board will be paid by way of the Banking
Automated Clearing Service (BACS). Adequate control mechanisms must be in
place with the maximum practicable separation of duties for each payment
mechanism.
7. Payroll
7.1 The Accounting Officer is responsible for managing the payroll including
making payments on agreed dates.
7.2 The Accounting Officer must be satisfied that proposed payments are
supported by appropriate contractual evidence which have been appropriately
authorised before confirming payment of the proposed payroll. The Finance
Director (or equivalent) will carry out such periodic checks to ensure that ongoing payments are correct and due and these should be evidenced.
8. Delegation of authority
8.1 The Accounting Officer will determine the level of financial delegation to
budget holders, within the overall scheme of financial delegation approved by
the Board (attached at Appendix 1).
8.2 The limits are in respect of individual transactions within the budget and
apply to authority to commit expenditure against the budget and to enter into
formal contracts (as opposed to being centred on payments). The limits will be
reviewed each year and agreed before the start of the year to which they relate.
The limits apply to designated roles and therefore any changes to role holders
do not require individual re-authorisation.
8.3 The Executive Administration Manager (or equivalent) will maintain an up to
date record of authorised signatures and financial authorities on behalf of the
Accounting Officer.
9. Procurement
9.1. The PRP is committed to achieving value for money, in terms of quality and
price, for all of its procurement activity. In order to achieve this, the PRP will
endeavour to clearly communicate its requirements and evaluation criteria, as
an informed purchaser, and to establish levels of competition appropriate to the
size and complexity of the purchase in accordance with the procurement policy.
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10. Payment of invoices
10.1 The Accounting Officer is responsible for ensuring that a system of
verification, recording and payment of all amounts payable is in place. The
system shall provide for certification that the goods or services invoiced were
supplied in the time and manner and to the standard ordered before correct
payment is made.
10.2 All properly authorised and approved invoices should be routinely paid
within supplier terms or 30 days of receipt unless a longer payment term has
been agreed or there is a dispute. The PRP will aspire to pay all properly
authorised and approved invoices within 10 working days; the PRP abides by
the provisions of the prompt payment code.
10.3 Budget holders are responsible for ensuring that invoices received for
checking are returned promptly to the Accounting Officer.
10.4 The Accounting Officer will ensure that payments are made to creditors by
way of the Banking Automated Clearing Service (BACS). Adequate control
mechanisms must be in place with the maximum practicable separation of
duties for each payment mechanism.
11.Management and Disposal of Fixed Assets
11.1. The Accounting Officer (or equivalent) is responsible for maintaining an
asset register of all capital assets leased or owned by the Panel. In addition,
the Finance Director (or equivalent) will ensure that an inventory is maintained
of all valuable, attractive and/or portable assets that belong to the PRP.
12. Internal Audit
12.1 The PRP Audit and Risk Committee has determined that an internal audit
service is not currently required, and this position is being kept under review.
13. External Audit
13.1 The National Audit Office (NAO) conducts the PRP’s annual external audit
in accordance with International Standards on Auditing (UK and Ireland) (ISAs
(UK and Ireland)), so as to enable the Comptroller and Auditor General to give
an opinion on the financial statements.
13.2 Further details of the scope of the audit, as well as the NAO’s and PRP’s
respective responsibilities are set out in the letter of engagement, which is
available in the correspondence section of the website.
13.3 The Audit and Risk Committee considers an audit planning report from
NAO ahead of the start of the external audit each year. This document
explains:
how the NAO, on behalf of the Comptroller and Auditor General, plans
to audit the financial statements, including how the NAO will address significant
risks of material misstatement to transaction streams and balances;
o
the planned timetable, fees and audit team; and
o
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matters which NAO are required to communicate to the PRP under the
auditing standards, including the scope of the audit, respective responsibilities,
and how the NAO maintains independence and objectivity.

o

14. Regularity, propriety and fraud
14.1. Board Members and staff of the PRP have a responsibility for ensuring
compliance with Parliamentary requirements on the control of public
expenditure and financial regularity and propriety.
14.2 Regularity is the requirement for all spending to accord with the relevant
legislation, the relevant delegated authority, and Managing Public Money.
14.3 Propriety requires spending to respect Parliament’s intentions,
conventions and control procedures, including any laid down by the Committee
of Public Accounts.
14.4 In dealing with fraud, corruption or other financial irregularity the Chief
Executive, as Accounting Officer, is responsible for ensuring that a robust
system of internal control is in place within the PRP which includes effective
anti-fraud and corruption controls.
14.5 Board Members and staff have responsibility to prevent, report and detect
fraud and corruption. The Board will agree a policy covering anti-bribery, money
laundering, fraud, theft and corruption.(this policy is in place already and is
referred to in para 14.6
14.6 Anyone who suspects fraud or other financial irregularity must immediately
report the matter to the Accounting Officer. In the event that the matter
concerns actions by a Board Member, the report should be made direct to the
Chair of the Board. Concerns about the Chair should be made to the Senior
Independent Director. The PRP has a separate Anti-bribery, money laundering,
fraud, theft and corruption policy which should be referred to as appropriate.

Policy reviewed and updated by the PRP Board, March 2017
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Appendix 1
Scheme of financial delegation – The CEO is the PRP’s designated Accounting
Officer and holds accountability for the PRP’s budget. To support this role, in
order to provide adequate scrutiny of financial decisions, the following limits
define levels above which financial decisions need to be agreed with the Board.

Limits apply to entering into a contractual obligation for the sums indicated

-

Limit
1111

Individual
authority

Annual
Budget

£25,000

Nil

Authority to
incur
unbudgeted
resource or
capital – per
transaction

Annual
Budget

Above
£5,000
subject to
ratification
by Board

Nil

Payroll limit –
monthly

Annual
Budget

£100,000

Nil

Transfers
between
accounts

Annual
Budget

£50,000[1]

Nil

Authority
Authority to
incur
budgeted
resource or
capital – per
transaction

Corporate
credit card –
monthly limit

Chair –
£2,500

Executive
Administration
Manager –
£2,500

[1] Agreed at the 21 April 2015 Board meeting
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Appendix 10

Procurement Policy
Recommendation: For general review – no change recommended.
The CEO is the PRP’s designated Accounting Officer and holds accountability for the PRP’s
budget. To support this role, the Board has established levels of financial accountability, above
which financial decisions need to be agreed with the Board, as set out in the PRP’s Finance
policy.

1. For items under £2,500 purchasing decisions are at the discretion of the Accounting
Officer, who is responsible for ensuring value for money
2. For items over £2,500 we will seek three written quotes from suppliers based on a clear
specification. Our decision will be based on value for money which might include an
unbiased consideration of the following factors:
o
o
o
o
o
o

price;
ability to deliver the required service quality and timescales;
warranty and guarantees; and
experience;
reputation
sustainability and ethical considerations

3.
The written quotes and final recommendation will be shared with the Board Member
with specific responsibility on behalf of the Board for finance matters (for information only),
and the paperwork will be retained for the audit trail. Where appropriate, we reserve the right
to advertise, and selection criteria will be developed against which to assess bids.
4.
In the very unlikely event that we need to procure a very large project valued in excess
of €200,000, we will comply with the requirement to advertise in the Official Journal of the
European Union. We will seek legal advice as necessary.
5.

We may select a preferred supplier directly where the service required:

is highly specialist and we cannot identify potential alternative suppliers;
is highly commercially confidential and we do not wish to release information about our
need for the service to the market; and
extends or relies on knowledge from a relevant previous collaboration with one
o
particular supplier.
o
o

6.
In these cases, we will take reasonable steps to establish that the supplier’s costs are
acceptable e.g. by comparing with day rates from other similar businesses where this is
practicable and record and retain that information in the form of a file note.
7.
We will clearly document the circumstances when extending a previously
commissioned service with a supplier to carry out a related but distinct piece of work is
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preferable to re-procuring (this will generally be in circumstances where the time lapse is for
a defined period i.e. not more than 6 months from the end of the previous contract).
8.
We will not select a supplier based on the location of a supplier only, or requiring
delivery/response within timescales that would restrict the supplier market. Geography may
end up being a factor, but it will never be a pre-requisite. We will decide and record what
criteria are important to us, to allow us to decide which supplier offers the best value for
money.
9.
We will not inadvertently discriminate against small suppliers or those based outside
London by proactively looking at smaller suppliers and suppliers based outside of London to
ensure the widest range of suppliers.
10. The final purchasing decision rests with Chief Executive and/or Board (depending on
the level of spend) [1].
[1] The Chief Executive Officer’s limit is £25,000 for budgeted spend, £5,000 for unbudgeted
spend. Unless specific authorisations have been agreed by the Board, levels above this
need sign off by the Board.
Approved by the PRP Board, September 2015
Reviewed and updated by the PRP Board, March 2017
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Appendix 11

Scheme of Delegation and Matters reserved
Recommendation: For general review – no change recommended.
Principles overall
The following principles in relation to delegation are to be applied:
 The Board may delegate any of its functions (other than those which the Royal
Charter itself requires the whole Board to take) to the Chair, an individual Board
Member, a committee or to a member of the executive. Any such delegation will
be recorded as a formal resolution of the Board. Regardless of any delegation, the
Board remains ultimately accountable for and must take corporate responsibility
for action taken.
 The Board delegates to the Chief Executive Officer, the discharge of all statutory
or general legal obligations (such as those arising as an employer or in relation to
the Data Protection Act 1998) other than any matter reserved to the Board; and
any matter delegated to a committee of the Board. Detail of the delegation of
functions are set out in the scheme of delegation.
 The Chief Executive Officer, in consultation with the Chair, may delegate the
discharge of some of the functions to one or more members of staff. The Chief
Executive Officer will keep a list of such delegations.
 The Board may make delegations or vary, revoke or add to existing delegations.
Any delegation made by the Board may be limited or made subject to any
conditions, for example, the Board may delegate a function only for a limited
period of time or for a particular matter.
 The Board delegates to its committee(s) the discharge of those functions that fall
within their respective terms of reference other than any matter reserved to the
Board.
 Unless the Board imposes a condition to the contrary, a committee of the Board
may delegate the discharge of a function to a sub-committee or a named Board
Member or executive, subject to any conditions imposed by that committee.
 The Board authorises the Chair or any named executive to sign contracts or other
documents on behalf of the PRP.
 The CEO has accountability for the PRP’s budget as Accounting Officer. The
Board supports the Accounting Officer in this role by overseeing expenditure
decisions above £25,000 of budgeted spend and £5,000 of unbudgeted spend..
 The Board may discharge a function itself even though it has delegated the
discharge of that function.
Matters reserved to the Board
The Royal Charter provides that the Board shall not delegate the following decisions
(paragraph 6.2):
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a decision to recognise or withdraw recognition from a Regulator in
accordance with the Scheme of Recognition; and

a decision to undertake an ad hoc review in accordance with the Scheme of
Recognition. Otherwise, the Charter (paragraph 6.1) gives the Board the power to
determine and regulate its own procedures.
In accordance with these powers, the following matters are reserved to the Board for
decision:
(1)

Royal Charter
 A decision to recognise or withdraw recognition from a Regulator in
accordance with the Scheme of Recognition.
 A decision to undertake an ad hoc review in accordance with the Scheme of
Recognition.
 A proposed amendment to the Royal Charter (which must be ratified by a
resolution that has been passed unanimously by all Members of the Board).
 The Scheme for charging fees to Regulators.
 Approving reports relating to any success or failure of the recognition system.
 Approving the annual report about the activities of the Panel – including
whether it has granted recognition to, or withdrawn it from a Regulator – prior to
the laying of the report before Parliament and the Scottish Parliament.
 Approving use of the Common Seal, including altering the Common Seal and
replacing it with a new one.
 Surrendering of the Royal Charter, and subsequently winding up and
otherwise dealing with the affairs of the Recognition Panel in a manner which
the Panel considers fit.

(2)

Organisational Issues
 Approval of the PRP’s strategy and forward programme of work.
 Approval of the PRP’s communications strategy.
 Approval of the PRP’s Equality, Diversity and Inclusion Policy.
 Approval of the annual budget and any material changes to it.
 Approval of the annual accounts.
 Decisions to commence or defend significant litigation.
 Approval of major items of PRP policy that raise new issues of principle.
 Approval of the publication of any PRP public consultation paper and major
decisions following that consultation.
 Approval of the PRP’s response to any significant external consultation of
strategic importance to the Panel.
 Approval of any delegation in accordance with the PRP’s governance
framework and the variation or rescinding of any such delegation.

(3)

Management Issues
 Determining the remuneration strategy.
 Approval and strategic monitoring of health and safety policies.
 Oversight of the capability/capacity of the PRP to meet its statutory objectives.
 General oversight of the discharge by the executive of PRP’s business.
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 Contractual and Other Obligations with Third Parties.
 Approval of contracts in the ordinary course of business above £25,000.
 Approval of any memorandum of understanding or formal agreements of
strategic importance that the PRP may enter into with a third party.
(4)

Financial Reporting and controls
 Review performance against the PRP’s strategy, objectives and budget and
ensuring any corrective action is taken.

(5)

Board Membership and other appointments
 Appointment or removal of Board Members. Appointment to or removal from
committees including identification of the chair and the payment of such
remuneration and allowances to any person who is a member of a Board
committee but who is not a Board Member.

(6)

Delegation of Authority
 Approval of terms of reference of Board committees.

(7) Governance
 The undertaking of regular reviews of the performance of the Board and
Board committees.
 Approval and review of the governance framework other than technical
changes which may be signed off by the Chair.
 Approval and review of this schedule of matters reserved for Board decision
(8)

Legal
 Anything that is by law reserved to the Board.

Agreed by the PRP Board, December 2014
Reviewed and updated by the PRP Board, March 2017
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Appendix 12

Treasury Investment Policy
Recommendation: Technical updates to include re-titling policy more accurately
as Investment policy to reflect contents.
Scope
This policy applies to the investment of all funds of the Press Recognition Panel
(the PRP).
The PRP is required to maintain a minimum accessible cash reserve in order to
provide a cushion against the impact of unforeseen payments. All remaining
balances arising from the management of cash flow will be invested in approved
investment institutions to maximise investment earnings. The institutions must
be subject to the Financial Conduct Authority (FCA) regulations.
The investments will be managed by the Accounting Officer (or equivalent), or
another officer appointed by the PRP to act as Investment Officer, who will
strive to invest with the judgement and care that prudent individuals would
exercise in the execution of their own affairs, to maintain the safety of principal,
maintain liquidity to meet cash flow needs and to provide competitive investment
returns for the PRP.
From time to time investments may be managed through external professionals.
These must be managed in a manner consistent with this policy.
Security
The security of the principal is the foremost objective of all investments.
Investments will be managed in a manner that seeks to ensure the security of
capital.
Credit Risk
The PRP will minimise:



credit risk; and
the risk of loss due to the failure of the financial institution by dealing
only with financial institutions, brokers/dealers, intermediaries, and
advisors who are regulated by the Financial Conduct Authority.

Interest Rate Risk
The PRP will minimise the risk of interest bearing investment redemption
penalties by planning the maturity of deposits so that they meet the cash flow
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requirements for day to day operations avoiding the need to cash in prior to
maturity.
Currency Risk
The PRP will eliminate the risk of loss by investing in the United Kingdom in
sterling.
Liquidity
The liquidity of investments will be organised to meet all operating requirements
that may reasonably be anticipated. This will be accomplished by structuring the
portfolio so that deposit maturity is linked to the cash needed to meet
anticipated demands.
Standards of care
Prudence
The Board has authority to select any second bank, and the Chief Executive
Officer has authority to manage any transactions between the savings and
deposit accounts. Investments will be made with judgement and care for
investment and not for speculation and reflect the security of capital as well as
the income expected. The PRP recognises that no investment is totally free
from risk.
Any person delegated responsibility by the PRP who acts in accordance with
written procedures and this investment policy will be relieved of personal liability
for the performance of these investments.
Ethics and conflicts of Interest
Individuals involved in the investment process must avoid any activity that might
conflict with the proper execution and management of the investments, or that
could impair their ability to make impartial decisions. Employees and investment
officials must disclose any material interests in financial institutions with which
they conduct business.
Delegation of Authority
Authority to manage the investments is delegated to the Chief Executive Officer
or another officer specifically appointed by the PRP who will act in accordance
with this investment policy. No person may engage in an investment transaction
except as provided under the terms of this policy. The Chief Executive Officer
will be responsible for establishing controls to regulate the activities of other
officials to whom this function is delegated by the Board.
Checks and balances
The following guidelines have been established to enhance the integrity and
transparency of the Panel’s internal procedures for investing the Board’s funds
and for accounting for those investments.
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Any designated officer acting as Investment Officer(s) will be authorised, under
the Scheme of Delegation for Financial Management, to transact investment
business on behalf of the Board.
All investment confirmations will be sent directly to the Chief Executive Officer
where transaction details will be compared and verified against internal records.
The Finance Director (or equivalent) will review all investment transactions
subsequent to execution. All journal entries relating to investments will be
countersigned by the Chief Executive Officer, on the basis that she has not
been involved in conducting the transaction.
Investment transactions
Internal Controls
The Accounting Officer is responsible for establishing and maintaining an
internal control structure that will be reviewed annually with the Panel’s external
auditors. The internal control structure will be designed to ensure that the assets
of the Board are protected from loss, theft or misuse and to provide reasonable
assurance that these objectives are met. The concept of reasonable assurance
recognises that the cost of control should not exceed the benefits.
Eligible Investment
The following list represents the current range of investments which are
authorised for the investment of funds.
Deposits – The Board may invest funds regulated by the FCA to meet shortterm liquidity needs in instant access saving accounts and in term deposits. The
maturity of these will vary to coincide with expected cash demands.
Bonds – The Board may only invest in Bonds which are issued by the UK
government and purchased on the Stock Exchange or directly from the
Treasury. Bonds may also be purchased through authorised dealers and banks.
Shares or other securities – The Board will not invest in either public or private
equity or other securities.
Investment Restrictions and Prohibited Transactions
The investment of the PRP’s funds will be subject to the following restrictions:




Borrowing for investment purposes is prohibited.
Investing in shares or other securities is prohibited.
Investment in any instrument, which is commonly considered a
“derivative” investment (e.g. options, futures, swaps, caps, floors, and
collars), is prohibited.

Performance Review and Reporting
The Chief Executive Officer will prepare an annual investment report for Board
Member with responsibility on behalf of the Board for financial matters that will
provide an analysis of current investments and transactions over the reporting
period where appropriate. The report will include a listing of individual
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investments held at the end of the reporting period. The report will be presented
to the full Board annually.
Record Keeping and Safekeeping
The Chief Executive Officer will be responsible for ensuring all investment
transactions are recorded and for securing all documents relative to such
transactions.
Policy Considerations
The Chief Executive Officer will review the Investment policy periodically and
recommend all necessary changes to the Board Member with responsibility on
behalf of the Board for financial matters, and for onward approval by the full
Board.

Policy reviewed and updated by the PRP Board, March 2017
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Appendix 13

Disciplinary procedures for Chair and Board Members
Recommendation: For general review – no change recommended.
Introduction and scope
The Royal Charter provides (para 6.2) that:
‘If the Board is satisfied (which shall require a majority of two thirds of the
Members entitled to vote to concur), that a Member is unwilling, unable or unfit
to discharge the functions of a Member of the Board under this Charter, that
Member shall be duly dismissed and notified in writing of this fact, together with
reasons. The Member concerned shall not be entitled to vote on this matter and
the Board may make further provision as to the operation of this paragraph
under Article 6 of the Charter.’
This procedure has been prepared to give effect to the provision above and has
been approved (and will be periodically reviewed) by the Board.
This disciplinary procedure is also to be used in the event of an allegation of
personal misconduct or impropriety or a suspected breach of duty by the Chair or
any other of the Board.
In accordance with paragraph 6.1 of the Royal Charter, any Member of the Board
may resign by giving notice in writing to the PRP.
Legal representation
At any stage of an investigation into allegations made against a Member, the
Member is entitled to legal representation. The Member will be reminded of this
entitlement to advice at each relevant stage of the procedure. If the Member chooses
to be legally represented, he/she must inform the Chair in writing of the name and
address of the legal representative.
Legal representation will be at the Member’s expense. However, depending on the
outcome of the investigation, some or all of such costs may be reimbursed at the
discretion of the Board.
Procedure for investigating alleged breaches of duty in relation to Members other
than the Chair
Preliminary consideration
If the Chair becomes aware of issues relevant to this policy relating to a Member, the
Chair must:
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i.inform the Member in writing of the details of the issue and invite him/her to
submit written comments within 14 days, or such other period as may be
specified; and
ii.notify the full Board that he/she has done so.
Following consideration of the Member’s written comments, if the Chair is satisfied,
on the basis of all the information available to him/her, that any concerns raised are
manifestly unfounded, no further action will be taken. The Chair must inform the
Member, the full Board and any person who made a relevant allegation of his/her
decision.
If the Chair is satisfied, on the basis of all the information available to him/her, that
the issue raised is not manifestly unfounded, he/she must immediately write to the
Member concerned:
stating that the issue will be investigated;
enclosing a copy of these procedures;
setting a date for the individual to meet the Chair (preferably within 14 days
from receipt of the letter); and
informing the individual of his/her entitlement to be accompanied or legally
represented at the meeting and at any subsequent stages of the investigation.
Meeting with the Chair
The Chair will meet the Member concerned to discuss the alleged issue and the
Chair will then decide the appropriate course of action to be taken. The Member may
be accompanied or legally represented at the meeting by a person of his/her
choosing.
After the meeting, the Chair, having regard to all relevant factors, including the
outcome of any further investigation he/she may consider necessary, will submit a
report to the full Board in which he/she may recommend that the Board should take
one or more of the following courses of action:
dismiss any allegation and/or end the consideration of the issue;
direct further investigation of any allegation/issue;
suspend the individual’s appointment to the Board pending further investigation;
terminate the individual’s appointment to the Board; and
direct such other action as the Chair considers necessary.
On the basis of the report prepared by the Chair, the full Board will determine the
matter. In accordance with the Royal Charter, the Board’s decision shall require a
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majority of two thirds of the Members entitled to vote to concur. The Member
concerned shall not be entitled to vote on this matter.
If the Board suspends the Member’s appointment, it may direct whether such
suspension is to be with or without remuneration.
If the Member’s appointment is terminated, the Member will be notified without delay
and in writing, together with reasons for the Board’s decision.
Further investigation
If the Board directs further investigation, it may appoint an Investigating Officer. The
Investigating Officer may be an official of the PRP or any other person at the Board’s
discretion.
Subject to any whistleblowing arrangements the PRP has in place, the Investigating
Officer may seek any further evidence and interview any person, as he/she
considers necessary.
The Investigating Officer must report his/her findings of fact to the Member
concerned and invite his/her comments within 14 days, or such other period as may
be specified. At the conclusion of the investigation, the Investigating Officer will
report his/her findings together with the Member’s comments, if any, to the Board.
The Investigating Officer may also make recommendations to the Board.
Notification of decision
After consideration of the Investigating Officer’s report and any recommendations
and of any comments made by the Member, the Board will determine the matter.
The Board’s decision shall require a majority of two thirds of the Members entitled to
vote to concur. The Member concerned shall not be entitled to vote on this matter.
If the Member’s appointment is terminated, the Member will be notified without delay
and in writing of this fact, together with reasons for the Board’s decision.
At the conclusion of the investigation, the Board may publicly announce its final
decision. Any such announcement would normally be brought to the attention of the
Commissioner for Public Appointments.
Procedure for investigating complaints made about Members in their professional
capacity
If a complaint in relation to the conduct of a Board Member in a professional or
personal capacity is made to or by a professional body or prosecuting authority, they
should notify the Chair without delay and the matter will be declared at the next
Board meeting.
If the Chair considers that the issue is one that potentially falls within the scope of
this policy, he/she will act in accordance with the requirements of this policy.
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Investigations relating to the Chair
Any allegation or concern relevant to this policy and relating to the Chair should be
made to (or may be raised by) a Member of the Board. A nominated Member will
inform the Chair of the issue as soon as possible.
Any investigation relating to the Chair will be carried out by an independent person,
on the Board’s behalf.
The procedures set out in this document will apply, save that references to the Chair
in the conduct of the investigation will be substituted by ‘the Board’ (or any person
the Board directs).

Agreed by the PRP Board, December 2014
Policy reviewed and updated by the PRP Board, March 2017
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Appendix 14

Complaints handling policy (about an individual at the Press
Recognition Panel)
Recommendation: Minor technical update
Scope
This policy sets out the process to follow if you are not satisfied with the service you
have been given by an individual at the Press Recognition Panel (PRP). Please note
that if you have a complaint about the press, you will need to refer it to the relevant
press regulator. If your complaint relates to whether or not a press regulator should
be recognised by the PRP, or any other matter relating to decisions taken by the
Board, please email the PRP at contact@pressrecognitionoanel.org.ukthen this is
not the policy to apply – please use the one we have for that purpose.
Stage 1
In the first instance, please contact the person that you have dealt with and discuss
your concerns directly with them. They will often be in the best position to
understand your situation and give you an explanation as to what has happened.
Stage 2
If you are not satisfied with the response you receive, then you can write to our Chief
Executive Officer, who will call for a full report to see whether you have received fair
treatment. Please contact the Chief Executive Officer via the Executive
Administration Manager: sansari@pressrecognitionpanel.org.uk.
Stage 3
If you remain dissatisfied, or your complaint is about the Chief Executive Officer, you
may refer your complaint to the Chair of the Press Recognition Panel, who will
review the report prepared for the Chief Executive Officer and the decisions taken so
far. Please contact the Chair via the Executive Administration Manager.
If your complaint is about the Chair, you may refer your complaint to the Panel’s
Senior Independent Board Member. Please contact the Senior Independent Board
Member via the Executive Administration Manager.
Timeframes
You should try to make your complaint as quickly as possible. If you are complaining
more than 3 months after an incident you should explain why your complaint has
been delayed. We will always consider complaints brought within this period but will
only consider those outside if good reasons are given for the delay. If you wish to
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take your complaint to either Stage 2 or Stage 3, however, we will expect you to do
so within one month of the original decision.
We will treat your complaint in confidence and will investigate it carefully as quickly
as possible. Every effort will be made to send a full and clear reply within 10 working
days of your complaint being received. If we cannot investigate your complaint fully
within that time, we will let you know and keep you informed of progress.

Agreed by the PRP Board, January 2015
Policy reviewed and updated by the PRP Board, March 2017
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Appendix 15

Whistleblowing Policy (for Board and staff)
Recommendation: Updated in line with best practise and simplified to set out
the process for raising a concern internally and externally more clearly.
Making a Disclosure in the Public Interest
Introduction
The Press Recognition Panel (‘the PRP’) is committed to the highest standards
of openness, probity and accountability. An important aspect of accountability
and transparency is a mechanism to enable the Board and staff (defined as
employees and all those working with and for the PRP) to voice concerns in a
responsible and effective manner.
It is a fundamental term of every contract of employment that an employee will
faithfully serve his or her employer and not disclose confidential information
about the employer’s affairs. However, where an individual discovers
information which they believe shows serious malpractice or wrongdoing within
the organisation then this information should be disclosed internally without fear
of reprisal, and there should be arrangements to enable this to be done
independently of line management.
Scope
The Public Interest Disclosure Act 1998, which came into effect in 1999, gives
legal protection to employees who reasonably believe that they are acting in the
public interest and where the disclosure falls into one or more the following
categories:against being dismissed or penalised by their employers as a result
of publicly disclosing certain serious concerns
•
•
•
•
•
•

a criminal offence
the breach of a legal obligation
a miscarriage of justice
a danger to the health and safety of any individual
damage to the environment
deliberate concealment of information tending to show any of the above
five matters

. The PRP has endorsed the provisions set out below so as to ensure that no
Board Member of member of staff should feel at a disadvantage in raising
legitimate concerns.
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It should be emphasised that this policy is intended to assist individuals who
reasonably believe they have discovered malpractice or impropriety. It is not
designed to question financial or business decisions taken by the PRP, nor
should it be used to reconsider any matters which have already been
addressed under other procedures.
It is important to note that no protection from internal disciplinary procedures is
offered to those who choose not to use the procedure. In an extreme case,
malicious or wild allegations could give rise to legal action on the part of the
persons complained about.
Confidentiality
It is possible for you to raise your claim anonymously if you wish to do so.
However, this may mean that it is difficult to investigate fully if you haven’t
provided us with enough information.
The PRP will treat all such disclosures in a confidential and sensitive manner.
The identity of the individual making the allegation may be kept confidential so
long as it does not hinder or frustrate any investigation. However, the
investigation process may reveal the source of the information and the
individual making the disclosure may need to provide a statement as part of the
evidence required.
Scope
This policy is designed to enable the Board and staff to raise concerns
internally and at a high level and to disclose information which the individual
believes shows malpractice or impropriety. This policy does not apply in the
context of recognition activities.
This policy is intended to cover concerns which are in the public interest and
may at least initially be investigated separately but might then lead to the
invocation of other procedures e.g. disciplinary. These concerns could include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Financial malpractice or impropriety or fraud
Failure to comply with a legal obligation
Dangers to health and safety or the environment
Criminal activity
Improper conduct or unethical behaviour
Attempts to conceal any of these

Safeguards
Protection
This policy is designed to offer protection to individuals who disclose such
concerns provided the disclosure is made:
in good faith, and
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in the reasonable belief of the individual making the disclosure that it tends to
show malpractice or impropriety and if they make the disclosure to an
appropriate person (see below). It is important to note that no protection from
internal disciplinary procedures is offered to those who choose not to use the
procedure. In an extreme case, malicious or wild allegations could give rise to
legal action on the part of the persons complained about.
Confidentiality
The PRP will treat all such disclosures in a confidential and sensitive manner.
The identity of the individual making the allegation may be kept confidential so
long as it does not hinder or frustrate any investigation. However, the
investigation process may reveal the source of the information and the
individual making the disclosure may need to provide a statement as part of the
evidence required.
Anonymous allegations
This policy encourages individuals to put their name to any disclosures they
make. Concerns expressed anonymously are much less credible, but they may
be considered at the discretion of the PRP. In exercising this discretion, the
factors to be taken into account include:
•
•
•

the seriousness of the issues raised;
the credibility of the concern; and
the likelihood of confirming the allegation from attributable sources.

Untrue allegations
If an individual makes an allegation in good faith, which is not confirmed by
subsequent investigation, no action will be taken against that individual. In
making a disclosure the individual should exercise due care to ensure the
accuracy of the information. If, however, an individual makes malicious or
vexatious allegations, and particularly if he or she persists with making them,
disciplinary action may be taken against that individual.
Procedures for making a disclosureHow to raise a concern internally
How to raise a concern internally
You should raise any matter of concern, serious or otherwise with the Chief
Executive Officer (CEO). If the concern is related to the CEO, the matter should be
raised with the Chair. If the matter concerns the Chair, you should speak to the
Senior Independent Board Member.
When raising your concern, it is helpful for you to provide an explanation with as
much detail as possible including dates and times of incidents, any eye witness
details and any supporting documents that you have.
On receipt of a complaint of malpractice, the member of staff who receives and takes
note of the complaint, must pass this information as soon as is reasonably possible,
to the appropriate designated investigating officer as follows:
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1.
Complaints of malpractice will be investigated by the Chief Executive
Officer unless the complaint is against the Chief Executive Officer or is in any
way related to the actions of the Chief Executive Officer. In such cases, the
complaint should be passed to the Chair, who will act as the investigating
officer.
2.
Complaints against the Chair should be passed to the Senior Independent
Director, who will act as the investigating officer. Should none of the above
routes be suitable or acceptable to the complainant, then the complainant may
approach one of the following individuals who have been designated as
independent points of contact under this procedure. They can advise the
complainant on the implications of the legislation and the possible internal and
external avenues of complaint open to them.
Blowing the whistle to a prescribed personHow to raise a concern externally
Where attempts to raise matters internally have been unsuccessful or
exceptionally, you feel you cannot raise the concerns internally, you may
consider raising the matter externally. If an individual decides to blow the
whistle to a ‘prescribed person’ rather than their employer, they must make
sure that they have chosen the correct person or body for the issue. The
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills Energy & Industrial Strategy
has published a list of the prescribed persons and bodies who an individual can
make a disclosure to. There is also a brief description about the matters that
can be reported to each prescribed person:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/3
98783/bis-15-43-blowing-the-whistle-to-a-prescribed-person-list-of-prescribedpersons-and-bodies.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/blowing-the-whistle-list-ofprescribed-people-and-bodies--2

What happens next
The person who you raise the concern to will listen and consider your concern
in full and determine whether any action is needed. This may include reporting
it to the Audit and Risk Committee.

We will try to keep you informed, in writing, about the action that we are taking
in relation to the concern including how we propose to deal with the matter,
whether we need further assistance from you, any action that is taken and the
outcome of the investigation. However, we may not be able to provide you with
much detail where we have a duty to keep the confidence of other people.
If there is evidence of criminal activity, then the investigating officer should
inform the police. The PRP will ensure that any internal investigation does not
hinder a formal police investigation.
Timescales
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Owing to the varied nature of complaints, which may involve internal
investigators and / or the police, it is not possible to lay down precise
timescales for such investigations. The investigating officer should ensure that
the investigations are undertaken as quickly as possible without affecting the
quality and depth of those investigations.
The investigating officer, should as soon as practically possible, send a written
acknowledgement of the concern to the complainant and thereafter report back
to them in writing the outcome of the investigation and on the action that is
proposed. If the investigation is a prolonged one, the investigating officer
should keep the complainant informed, in writing, as to the progress of the
investigation and as to when it is likely to be concluded.
Investigating procedure
The investigating officer should follow these steps:
Full details and clarifications of the complaint should be obtained.
1.
The investigating officer should inform the individual against whom the
complaint is made as soon as is practically possible. The individual will be
informed of their right to be accompanied by a representative at any future
interview or hearing held under the provision of these procedures.
2.
The investigating officer should consider the involvement of the PRP’s
auditors and the Police at this stage and should consult with the Chair / Chief
Executive Officer.
3.
The allegations should be fully investigated by the investigating officer
with the assistance where appropriate, of other individuals / bodies.
4.
A judgement concerning the complaint and validity of the complaint will
be made by the investigating officer. This judgement will be detailed in a written
report containing the findings of the investigations and reasons for the
judgement. The report will be passed to the Chair / Board as appropriate.
5.
The Chief Executive Officer / Chair will decide what action to take. If
the complaint is shown to be justified, then they will invoke the disciplinary or
other appropriate procedures.
6.
The complainant should be kept informed of the progress of the
investigations and, if appropriate, of the final outcome. If the complainant is not
satisfied that their concern is being properly dealt with by the investigating
officer, they have the right to raise it in confidence with the Chair, or one of the
designated persons described above. If the investigation finds the allegations
unsubstantiated and all internal procedures have been exhausted, but the
complainant is not satisfied with the outcome of the investigation, the PRP
recognises the lawful rights of employees and ex-employees to make
disclosures to prescribed persons or, where justified, elsewhere.
Policy reviewed and updated by the PRP Board, March 2017
page 5 of 5

Appendix 16

Freedom of Information policy
Recommendation: For general review – no change recommended.
Background
The PRP is not currently listed within the schedule to the Freedom of Information
Act 2000 (‘the Act’) and so is not a body to which its provisions apply. The Board
nevertheless operates as if the provisions of the Act apply to it, including producing
and operating a publication scheme and considering and responding to information
requests.
The PRP’s publication scheme sets out the information that we will routinely make
available to the public, and where and when that information will be available.
If the information you seek is not available under our publication scheme, then you
can make a request for the information in accordance with the Act. This provides
that, subject to certain defined exceptions, any person making a request for
information from us is entitled:
to be informed in writing whether or not we hold information of the description
specified in the request; and
o
if we do, to have that information communicated to them.
o

Our intention is to publish a disclosure log containing details of responses to
information requests received by the PRP where that information is not routinely
published or covered in the publication scheme.
If your request relates to personal information about you, please refer to the PRP’s
Data Protection policy.
Making a request for information
If you want to make a request for information from the PRP, then you should write
to us providing:
o
o
o

your name;
your return address; and
a detailed description of the information that you are requesting.

You can submit your request to the PRP’s Executive Administration Manager,
Saima Ansari at: sansari@pressrecognitionpanel.org.uk or:
Saima Ansari
Executive Administration Manager
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Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
Please direct any request for assistance in completing your request for information
to sansari@pressrecognitionpanel.org.uk or 020 3443 7072.
Processing a request
Upon receipt of a request, the PRP will:
check the request is valid – if further clarification is needed to assist in
identifying the exact information required, this will be dealt with immediately upon
request;
o
enter the request on the PRP’s FOI request log;
o
send an acknowledgement letter to the applicant;
o
generally respond to the request within 20 days (there may be circumstances
when we need longer to respond – details are set out below).
o

Timescales
We will aim to respond to your request for information promptly, and generally
within 20 working days from the day after the date on which your request was
received.
Extra time may be taken to respond to a request for information where, for example:
a fee is deemed payable, in which case the response period will be put on
hold until the fee is received;
o
the request for information is being considered under a disclosure exemption
akin to the Act’s public interest test, in which case the response period may be
extended by a reasonable period. We will tell you within the response period which
exemption we believe applies and we will give you an estimate of the date by which
we expect to reach a decision regarding the application of this exemption.
o

Refusing a request
A requester may ask for any information that is held by the PRP. However, in some
cases, there will be a good reason why we will not make public some or all of the
information requested. We would normally refuse a request under the following
circumstances:
it would cost too much or take too much staff time to deal with the request;
the request is vexatious;
the request repeats a previous request from the same person;
the request relates to personal data and releasing it would be contrary to the
Data Protection Act.

o
o
o
o

While the PRP is not subject to the Act, we have chosen to apply the framework of
exemptions set out in the Act to all information requests. The PRP will not classify
information as exempt from disclosure unless there are very clear arguments for
doing so. Some exemptions relate to particular types of information, for instance,
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information relating to the development of policy. Other exemptions are based on
the harm that would arise or would be likely arise from disclosure, for example, if
disclosure would be likely to prejudice a criminal investigation or prejudice
someone’s commercial interests.
Below is a list of exemptions that are most likely to be relevant to the information
the PRP holds:
1.
Information accessible by other means (FOI Act section 21 exemption)
2.
Personal information (FOI Act section 40 exemption)
3.
Information provided in confidence (FOI Act section 41 exemption)
4.
Information intended for future publication (FOI Act section 22 exemption)
5.
Investigations and proceedings conducted by a public authority (FOI Act
section 30 exemption)
6.
Prejudice to the effective conduct of public affairs (FOI Act section 36
exemption)
7.
Legal professional privilege (FOI Act section 42 exemption)
8.
Commercial interests (FOI Act section 43 exemption)
Exemptions 1 to 3 above are absolute, and we will not apply a test akin to the Act
‘public interest test’. However, the majority of the Act exemptions require public
bodies to conduct a ‘public interest test’ meaning that the public interest arguments
will be considered before deciding whether or not to disclose information. The PRP
will adopt a similar approach in assessing requests for information, which might
mean the PRP disclosing information in spite of an exemption, where it is in the
public interest to do so.
Where the PRP refuses all or any part of a request, we will send the requester a
written refusal notice. We will issue a refusal notice if we are either refusing to say
whether or not the information is held at all or confirming that information is held but
refusing to release it.
Consultation with third parties and transferring requests
We may need to consult third parties in order to reach a decision about whether or
not the requested information can be released.
If you wish to be notified before we consult a third party about your request for
information, you should state this in your application.
If you have made a request for information that we believe is held by another public
authority, it may be appropriate for you to submit a new request directly to that
public authority. Alternatively, we may transfer your request to that public authority.
Where we decide that it is appropriate to transfer your request to another public
authority, we will first check that it holds the information that you have requested.
If you wish to be notified before we transfer your request for information to another
public authority, you should state this in your application.
Fees
Although the PRP is a wholly independent body, its funding is via Exchequer grant
and fees. We will charge a fee for complying with a request for information in
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accordance with The Freedom of Information and Data Protection (Appropriate
Limit and Fees) Regulations 2004.
If the cost of locating, retrieving and extracting the information is £450 or less, we
may charge only for disbursements including photocopying, printing and postage
costs, if at all. If the cost is more than £450, we are may choose not to comply with
your request. However, we will consider whether it is possible to provide any
information within the cost ceiling of £450. We will also consider whether it is
reasonable to answer your request and charge an appropriate fee.
You will be notified in advance about any fee that you must pay to the PRP.
Complaints procedure
If you are dissatisfied with the response to your request for information (including
any decision to charge a fee), you are invited to discuss the response directly with
the Executive Administration Manager, Saima Ansari using the contact details
above.
However, if this informal discussion does not resolve your complaint, then you
should submit your complaint in writing to the PRP’s Chief Executive Officer:
suppal@pressrecognitionpanel.org.uk or:
Susie Uppal
Chief Executive Officer
Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London W1W 8HF
The Chief Executive Officer will consider your complaint, and will confirm, reverse
or amend the decision. You will be advised in writing of the outcome of your
complaint.
If you are dissatisfied with the Chief Executive Officer’s decision, then you should
direct your complaint to the Chair of the Board, David Wolfe QC:
David Wolfe QC
Chair
Press Recognition Panel
Mappin House
4 Winsley Street
London
W1W 8HF
As the PRP is not subject to the Act, there is no right of complaint to the Information
Commissioner.

Further information
The Information Commissioner is responsible for promoting good practice and
ensuring compliance with the Act. While the Information Commissioner does not
have jurisdiction in relation to the PRP because we are not a body to which the FOI
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provisions apply, the Information Commissioner’s Office is nevertheless the leading
source of guidance about the Act:
The Information Commissioner’s Office, Wycliffe House, Water Lane, Wilmslow,
Cheshire SK9 5AF
T: 08456 30 60 60 or 01625 54 57 45
W: https://ico.org.uk

Agreed by the PRP Board, December 2015
Reviewed and updated by the PRP Board, March 2017
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Appendix 17

Information Technology policy
Recommendation: For general review – no change recommended.
Introduction
This policy applies to everyone (including Board Members, staff and contractors)
using the Press Recognition Panel’s (“PRP’s”) Information Technology (IT)
equipment and systems and describes the rules and conduct that the PRP requires
you to observe. By IT equipment and systems, we mean telephones, computers
connected to the network (including the use of emails and the internet) and any
other equipment owned or operated by the PRP that may be used to communicate,
store or process information electronically; also all emails and electronic documents
sent using a pressrecognitionpanel.org.uk email address or any sent in the course
of activities for the PRP using any other email address.
The purpose of this policy is not to prevent, discourage or monitor reasonable
usage of IT systems, but rather to set out clearly a code based on mutual trust and
an underlying assumption that everyone will use the IT systems fairly and
reasonably. Note: monitoring of usage, whether such usage occurred prior to the
introduction of this policy or after its introduction, will not be carried out in the
normal course of events: see Annex 1.
The intention is not to impose restrictions that are contrary to the PRP’s established
culture of openness, trust and integrity. The PRP is committed to protecting its
Board Members, employees, consultants and itself from illegal or damaging actions
by individuals, either knowingly or unknowingly and this policy is constructed as
part of that commitment.
This document outlines the PRP’s security policy in relation to the use of IT
equipment and systems. The policy has been created after reviewing best practice
use and the relevant legislation currently in force and it is designed to ensure that
we meet all legal requirements, minimise our exposure to risk, protect our
information and utilise the equipment in the most effective manner. Inappropriate
use exposes the PRP to risks including virus attacks, compromise of network
systems and services and a range of legal issues.
It is vital that everyone at the PRP applies this security policy in full. While the
policy does not form part of anyone’s contract of employment, all users of IT
systems are responsible for ensuring that they are complying with the policy and
with any current legislation. Failure to comply with this policy and other guidelines
could result in disciplinary action that may lead to dismissal (including termination
without notice in cases of serious breaches) and the possibility of prosecution
under existing legislation.
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Operating principles
The PRP will conform with the relevant legislation in force at the time governing the
use and monitoring of e-mails and the internet, which principally involves: the
Human Rights Act 1998, the Data Protection Act 1998, the Regulation of
Investigatory Powers Act 2000 and the Telecommunications (Lawful Business
Practice) (Interception of Communications) Regulations 2000 (S.I. 2000, No.
2699). The PRP has also decided that, whether or not the Freedom of Information
Act is extended to cover the PRP’s activities, the PRP will behave as if the Act
applied to it (including therefore in relation to communications sent using IT
systems). All reasonable steps will be taken to inform users about their legal rights
under the legislation at the time through the communication of this policy.
Other legislation taken into account in this policy includes the Copyright, Design
and Patents Act 1988 and Data Protection Act 1998.
Your use of the PRP’s IT
The principal purpose of the IT systems is to facilitate the legitimate business
purposes of the Press Recognition Panel. However, it is acknowledged that
everyone is entitled to means of personal communications during the working day,
particularly, but not only, where there is a need to communicate urgently. Personal
use of the PRP’s IT equipment, as described later in this policy, is allowed, so long
as carried out reasonably and appropriately.
Under no circumstances should the IT systems be used to send, receive, browse,
download or store material that may be illegal, offensive or cause embarrassment
to others. This includes (without limitation) the use of the PRP’s IT systems to send,
receive, obtain access to, download or store pornographic material and material
that is religiously, racially or sexually offensive.
In particular, you may not use the PRP’s IT systems to send, or solicit,
communication where the content (or any attachment) is pornographic, sexist,
racist, homophobic or in any other way unlawfully discriminatory.
It is important to ensure that you and the PRP are protected against the misuse of
others’ copyright material and that the integrity and effectiveness of the IT systems
is maintained. Accordingly, you may not install or update any software not provided
or approved by the PRP without the prior permission of the Chief Executive Officer.
This does not apply to updates of approved software already installed.
You are responsible for the security of the IT systems assigned to you, and you
must not allow them to be used by any other person unless, in the case of staff
members, permitted by your manager.
Your system password is unique to you, and must not be made available to any
other person, (other than our IT consultants who may need your password for
support purposes).
Passwords should be sufficiently memorable so that you can avoid writing them
down, but not obvious or easily guessed. The password should be at least 9
characters long and contain three of the four types of keyboard character (upper
case, lower case, numbers and symbols – by way of example only – 2014.St0Ne%.
It is sensible not to use the same password for all devices.
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To ensure compliance with this policy, use of IT systems by staff may be monitored.
Such monitoring will not be carried out in the normal course of events and when
monitoring does occur it will be in accordance with the practice set out in Annex 1.
You should also be aware that others may have access to systems you use, the
data stored or may oversee what you are doing.
Staff accept that by using the PRP’s IT systems to send or receive e-mails, or to
access the internet, that monitoring may take place in accordance with the practice
set out in Annex 1. Accordingly, it is recommended that any communications
carried out by e-mail for communication which are in their nature private or
confidential or which may contain sensitive personal data, should be clearly marked
“private” in the subject line.
E-mail monitoring will be confined to the address/heading of an e-mail unless there
appears (in the view of the Chief Executive Officer) to be a valid and defined
reason to examine the content.
In exercising its right to monitor e-mails and internet usage, the PRP will comply
with its obligations under the Data Protection Act 1998 and the Regulatory of
Investigatory Powers Act 2000. The PRP will also comply with the Information
Commissioner’s Employment Practices Code in this regard.
Personal use of the PRP’s IT Systems
Use of the PRP’s IT systems by you to send and receive personal e-mail, to use
the internet (including instant messaging services) or to make or receive personal
telephone calls is acceptable provided that your usage:





is kept to a minimum;
does not interfere with your work;
does not incur anything more than trivial costs to the PRP; and
complies with all other PRP policies.

If using social media sites, such as Twitter, it should be clearly stated that any
views expressed are those of the individual, rather than of the PRP.
This policy on personal use is dependent upon its not being abused or overused
and may be withdrawn or amended at any time and without notice.
PRP computers
All PRP laptops and PCs should use screen savers and wallpaper appropriate to a
business environment.
Every individual should ensure that the computer on which they have been working
that day is switched off at the end of the working day except when it is necessary
for the computer to be left switched on in order to allow remote access/working.
Games should not be played on any computers owned by the PRP.
When using the Internet
You must not use the internet for gambling.
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You must not access or attempt to access any internet site or service, or any
material on a site, which you know or suspect to be pornographic, illegal or likely (if
disseminated) to be offensive to others.
If you accidentally access any such site
or material you must not save any material from it and must delete any accidentally
saved, and must exit the site immediately. All such incidents must be logged and
reported to the Chief Executive Officer.
Personal use of the internet, for example for booking holidays or shopping, should
be kept to a minimum and should not, where possible, be in public area.
Be aware that web sites often keep a record of who has visited them, what was
requested and from where.
Be aware that your web browser, by design, keeps its own records and copies of
what sites you have visited and when.
You may only download files from the Internet where there is a genuine business
need to do so. To avoid importing viruses you must run a virus check on all
downloaded files prior to opening them.
You should be aware that the PRP could be bound by contracts that are entered
into via the Internet. You must not, unless authorised, subscribe to any service via
the Internet or commit the Panel to purchase any product or service.
In order to preserve the rights of the PRP to material and information which are its
confidential property, no information should be publicised over the Internet or made
available without the prior consent of the Chief Executive Officer.
Do


Only visit Internet sites that have a relevance to your business

interests.

Ensure that password and access restrictions are in place (do not allow
the software to retain the access password).

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



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

Agreed by the PRP Board, March 2015
Reviewed and updated by the PRP on 28 March 2017
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ANNEX 1
Regulation of Investigatory Powers Act 2000
This Act covers the extent to which organisations can monitor or record
communications at the point at which they enter or are being sent within the
employer’s telecommunications system, and applies to public and private
communication networks. It gives the sender or recipient of a communication the
right of action for damages against the employer for the unlawful interception of
communications.
There are two areas where monitoring is not unlawful. These are:

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

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

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


the advantage to the business outweighs the intrusion into the workers’

affairs


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

avert



workers are told they are being monitored
the information discovered is kept secure
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employers are careful when monitoring personal communications such
as emails which are clearly personal

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


The PRP will comply with these principles in deciding when monitoring may be
required and in carrying out any such monitoring activity.

Reviewed and updated by the PRP Board, March 2017
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Appendix 18

Health and Safety Policy
Recommendation: The current policy is based on an example policy for an alarm
installation company provided by the Health and Safety Executive. As stated in the
Health and Safety Executive (HSE) guidance, the health and safety approach should
be proportionate to the size and nature of the business. The existing policy should
be simplified as a minimum or preferably deleted in view of the low risk office-based
nature of the work and the reduction in Executive staff. The HSE guidance also
mentions that if there are fewer than five employees, a health and safety policy is not
needed. Spaces are responsible for maintaining a safe working environment for the
shared facilities and cleanliness of the offices etc. Due to the nature of the business,
there is no requirement for the CEO to engage and consult with the two part-time
employees on day to day health and safety conditions. Effective staff
communication and agreed working arrangements provides sufficient cover to
address work related health and safety issues.

The Press Recognition Panel has been set up by Royal Charter to grant recognition
to regulators that meet the requirements set out in the Charter’s recognition criteria.
We will undertake reviews of those regulators, withdraw recognition if a regulator no
longer meets the criteria and report on the successes and failures of the recognition
system.
We have fivesix Board Members including the Chair, and an Executive team, led by
Susie Uppal, Chief Executive Officer.

I

-We The
__Executive are located in services offices which are open Monday to Friday
8.00-6.00. The cleaning is undertaken by the service provider on a daily basis as
part of our contractual agreement.
We genuinely care about the health and safety of our Board Members and staff and
this is reflected in this health and safety policy.
The policy is based on a sample policy statement and other guidance available on
the HSE website at www.hse.gov.uk/risk. This has helped us to think about the
things that should be documented and built into our own health and safety policy,
and includes elements such as remote working, personal protective and adaptive
equipment, staff consultation and training etc. Susie Uppal, Chief Executive Officer,
has been designated as the most competent (experienced and capable) person to
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take responsibility for health and safety issues. She is supported her role by Saima
Ansari, Executive Administration Manager. Their respective roles are identified on
the following pages.
The Health and Safety policy is signed off by the Board and will be presented at a
staff meeting to ensure that all colleagues are aware of it and understand it. Wwe
will review regularly and update the document every year (or immediately if there are
any major changes in the workplace environment).
This is the statement of general policy and arrangements for the Press
Recognition Panel
Susie Uppal – Chief Executive Officer has overall and final responsibility for
health and safety
Statement of general policy
Responsibility
Action/Arrangements
of: Name/Title
Prevent accidents and cases
of work-related ill health by
managing the health and
safety risks in the workplace

Susie Uppal
Chief Executive
Officer

Provide clear instructions and
information, and adequate
training, to ensure employees
are competent to do their
work

Susie Uppal
Chief Executive
Officer

Engage and consult with
employees on day-to-day
health and safety conditions

Susie Uppal
Chief Executive
Officer

Implement emergency
procedures – evacuation in
case of fire or other significant
incident.

All staff
Spaces

Relevant risk assessments
completed and actions arising
out of those assessments
implemented. (Risk
assessments reviewed when
working habits or conditions
change.)
Staff and subcontractors given
necessary health and safety
induction and provided with
appropriate training and any
protective or adaptive
equipment. We will ensure that
suitable arrangements are in
place to cover employees
engaged in work remote from
the main office.
Staff routinely consulted on
health and safety issues as they
arise but also formally consulted
at regular health and safety
performance review meetings or
sooner if required.
Spaces are responsible for

Susie Uppal
Chief Executive
Officer

1. Ensuring escape routes well
signed and kept clear at all
times.
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2. Evacuation plans are tested
from time to time and
updated as necessary.
Susie is responsible for ensuring
staff are aware of the
evacuation procedures in place
and accounting for staff present
in our office on the day of an
incident.
Maintain safe and healthy
working conditions, provide
and maintain equipment and
machinery, and ensure safe
storage.

Spaces provide:
Toilets, washing facilities and
drinking water
Canteen services
Kitchen facilities including hot
water, microwave and fridge
Spaces have systems in place
for routine inspections and
testing of equipment and
machinery and for ensuring that
action is promptly taken to
address any defects.

Signed: (Employer)

Date:

Health and safety law poster is displayed
at (location)

Communal area

First-aid box is located:

Communal area

Accident book is located:

Communal area

Accidents and ill health at work will be reported under RIDDOR (Reporting of
Injuries, Diseases and Dangerous Occurrences Regulations)
http://www.hse.gov.uk/riddor

Policy reviewed and updated by the PRP Board, March 2017
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