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

