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Status: for noting

Lead responsibility: Susie Uppal,
Chief Executive

Contact details: 020 3443 7072

Purpose
1.

The purpose of this paper is to provide an update to the Board on Executive
activity since the 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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OFFICE

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

PERSON SPECIFICATION FOR INDEPENDENT MEMBER OF THE PRP
NOMINATIONS COMMITTEE

Independent Member of the Press Recognition Panel’s Nominations
Committee
Role
The Press Recognition Panel’s (PRP) Nominations Committee is an advisory
Committee of the Board of the PRP and its purpose is to:
• keep under review and make recommendations in relation to the processes for
the appointment, re-appointment and appraisal of Board Members and any other
non-executives engaged by the PRP e.g. the independent member of the Audit
Risk Committee;
• make recommendations on appointments and re-appointment processes in line
with agreed policy;
• identify and nominate candidates for the approval of the full Board, to fill
vacancies as and when they arise (operating as a Selection Panel,
supplemented as necessary by other Board Members and/or an independent
member);
• nominate for the approval by the full Board the re-appointment of any Board
Member at the conclusion of their specified term of office having given due
regard to their performance and ability to continue to contribute in the light of the
knowledge, skills and experience required; and
• make recommendations to the full Board in relation to extensions and
emergency appointments and the disqualification, suspension and removal from
office of the Chair and Board Members.
At least one member of the Committee is expected to have recent and relevant
knowledge and understanding of recruitment and selection in order to provide
independent challenge and scrutiny. The independent Member will play a key role in
bringing an external perspective to the work of the Committee whilst providing
advice, support and constructive challenge across all aspects of the Committee’s
activities.

Competencies
The successful candidate will be able to demonstrate:
Essential criteria
•
Recent and relevant knowledge and experience in recruitment and selection
and/ or appointments.
•
Ability to provide specialist knowledge, support and information relevant to the
work of the Committee.
•
Experience and understanding of the boundaries between executive and nonexecutive responsibilities.
•
Ability to listen, communicate and influence effectively.
•
Ability to work effectively as part of a team.
•
Analytical capacity, intellectual flexibility and sound independent judgement.
•
Awareness of equality and diversity issues.
Desirable criterion
It is desirable for candidates to have experience of non-executive appointments and
an interest in press regulation.
Candidates will be expected to demonstrate high standards of corporate and
personal conduct including impartiality, integrity and objectivity in the execution of
the role and responsibilities. To ensure that these values are maintained by those in
working for the PRP, the successful candidate will be required to subscribe to the
PRP’s governance and conduct policies.
The PRP strives to be as diverse as the public it protects and welcomes
applications from everyone, regardless of age, disability, gender
reassignment, race, religion or belief, ethnicity, sex, sexual orientation,
marriage and civil partnership, pregnancy and maternity.

Independent Member – Press Recognition Panel Nominations Committee
The Press Recognition Panel (PRP) 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 are now seeking an individual to join our Nominations Committee as an
independent Member. The independent Member will play a key role in bringing an
external perspective to the work of the Committee whilst providing advice, support
and constructive challenge across all aspects of the Committee’s activities.
The successful candidate will have recent and relevant knowledge and
understanding of recruitment and selection and/ or appointments, allowing them to
competently assist the Committee to discharge its duties. You will be clear thinking
and impartial, able to operate strategically, and provide specialist knowledge,
support and information.
This is a part time role with a commitment of approximately two days per annum
during the years when the PRP will be recruiting non-executive Members. The role is
remunerated at £300 per day. The initial tenure will not exceed three years with the
possibility of reappointment for a further three years. Most meetings are held in
central London.
•
•

Closing date: 12pm, Wednesday 7 March 2018
Interview date: Tuesday 24 April 2018

•

If you think you might have the combination of skills, enthusiasm and
commitment that this role demands, please send in a copy of your CV
together with a cover letter (no more than 2 sides of A4) explaining how you
meet the criteria set out in the person specification to
suppal@pressrecognitionpanel.org.uk. If you require any further information
about the role or the process, please call Susie Uppal, Chief Executive on 020
3443 7072.

The PRP strives to be as diverse as the public it protects and welcomes
applications from everyone, regardless of age, disability, gender
reassignment, race, religion or belief, ethnicity, sex, sexual orientation,
marriage and civil partnership, pregnancy and maternity.

