
 
 

   

   

     

  

  

  

           

             

         

           

           

          

      

         

             

        

           

     

            

            

           

     

      

         

        

          

 

  

    

   

 

      

    

   

    

    

IMPRESS Cyclical Review 

Follow up questions on IMPRESS self-assessment 

Criterion 3 

We note from the website that IMPRESS has now launched a recruitment process 

for an additional appointment panel member Please provide more details of this 

process and the reasons for undertaking it. 

IMPRESS Response 

At a meeting of the Appointment Panel on 20 November 2018, Aidan White gave notice of 

his intention to retire from the Panel at the end of his tenure in October 2019. Aidan White is 

Honorary President and Founder of the Ethical Journalism Network. He has previously 

worked as a journalist for newspapers including the Guardian and the Birmingham Post and 

Mail. He served as General Secretary of the International Federation of Journalists for 24 

years. In that time, he helped create the world’s largest organisation of journalists, with 

members in 126 countries. With Aidan White’s departure IMPRESS identified the need to 

recruit for Appointment Panel member(s) who had a current understanding and experience 

of the press, as per Criterion 3 of the Charter Recognition Criteria. The Appointment Panel 

agreed to embark on a recruitment exercise to identify new member(s) to replace Aidan and 

other members in due course. The Panel also agreed the contents of a Recruitment Pack 

(see IMPRESS Recruitment Pack). 

The Appointment Panel position was advertised in Women on boards, NEDS on boards and 

on the IMPRESS website on 5 December 2018 and in the IMPRESS newsletter on 20 

December 2018, with a deadline for applications of 28 January 2019 (see attached 

Appointment Panel Advertisement). 

Appointment Panel members, IMPRESS Board members and Executive staff also agreed to 

circulate the advertisement and Recruitment Pack amongst their networks of contacts. 

3 applications were received by the advertised deadline of 28 January 2019. 

The Appointment Panel is due to meet on 7 February 2019 to assess the applications. 

Criterion 5 

IMPRESS statement in the self -assessment report in relation to criterion 5 refers to 

members of the appointments panel; however the criterion applies to Board 

members. 

In reaching its decision on recognition, the PRP Board adopted the PRP Executives 

definition in this context of “independent” as having its natural meaning as in, for 

example, free from control and not dependent upon (especially financially). So, this 

would not include, for example, someone employed as a press journalist or editor. 

For the avoidance of doubt please confirm which of the IMPRESS Board members 

are independent of the press. 



     

 

  

            

          

          

        

         

     

            

              

 

  

    

      

  

          

          

          

       

           

           

       

               

           

    

           

           

       

            

              

   

           

   

         

         

    

          

         

Please also confirm that none of the IMPRESS Board members occupy the 

restricted roles set out criterion 5 (d) and (e) or have done so during their tenure. 

IMPRESS Response 

We can confirm that the composition of the IMPRESS Board meets the requirements of 

criterion 5. The majority of the IMPRESS Board are completely independent of the press. 

The register of interests sets out that four IMPRESS Board members have declared some 

connection to news publishers (including historic or personal). None of the IMPRESS Board 

members are employed as press journalists or editors; only one member currently actively 

contracts in a freelance capacity to various news publishers. 

We can confirm that none of the IMPRESS Board members occupy the restricted roles set 

out criterion 5 (d) and (e) or have done so during their tenure (See Register of interests). 

Criterion 6 

In light of the requirement for funding to take into account IMPRESS’s obligations as 
a regulator please confirm how your funding arrangements reflect the requirement 
set by the PRP for annual payment of fees rather than payment by instalments. 

IMPRESS Response 

We note the Royal Charter sets out, at 11.3, the PRP’s duties in relation to fees: 

‘The Board shall prepare, consult publicly upon, and publish a scheme for charging 
fees to Regulators in relation to the functions of recognition and cyclical review, to 

come into force from the third anniversary of the date upon which this Charter 

becomes effective. Any fee charged shall comply with Article 11.4. The aim of the 

scheme shall be for the Recognition Panel to recover its full costs in determining 

applications for recognition and for conducting cyclical reviews, as appropriate.’ 

We also note, at 11.4, the Charter sets out the fee arrangements to be imposed by the PRP: 

‘The Board may determine to set different fees for different circumstances, and shall 
comply with the following: 

a) in the case of a fee payable by a Regulator relating to an application for 

recognition, the fee may not exceed an amount equal to £300,000 per year for each 

of the first three years of recognition; 

b) in the case of a fee payable by a Regulator relating to a cyclical review, the fee 

may not exceed an amount equal to £220,000 per year for each year prior to the next 

cyclical review; 

c) in each case the amount specified shall be revised, annually, according to the 

indexation formula specified at Article 11.5; and 

d) the Board may aggregate the specified annual amounts payable by a Regulator 

where necessary to carry out its functions of determining an application for 

recognition or conducting a cyclical review.’ 

In line with these requirements, the PRP in 2017 consulted on a scheme for charging fees to 

regulators. In this consultation, the PRP proposed to charge the maximum cyclical review 

http://www.impress.press/downloads/file/policies/impress-register-of-interests.pdf


           

         

          

    

       

         

         

           

     

         

          

        

              

         

 

 

   

  

  

 

  

 

     

  

        

            

  

 

    

  

    

  

           

          

        

        

           

     

 

        

           

fee permitted by the Charter of £220,000 per annum. IMPRESS was the only respondent to 

this consultation and made a reasoned and evidence-based counter-proposal. The PRP 

rejected IMPRESS’s counter-proposal and published a fee scheme that imposed a fee of 

£220,000 on IMPRESS, payable on 3 November 2017. 

In correspondence, IMPRESS explained that we receive annual funding from the 

Independent Press Regulation Trust in two equal instalments, on 1 April and 6 October each 

year. By paying £220,000 in a single instalment on 3 November, IMPRESS’s cash flow 
would be reduced to a dangerously low level before receipt of the next instalment and it 

might be unable to meet its obligations as a regulator. 

We believe that these fee arrangements satisfy the Charter criteria. IMPRESS does not 

believe the Charter specifies that the fee should be payable in a single instalment. Nor does 

the Charter specify that a regulator’s funding should be received in a single instalment. 
Simply, the Charter requires the fee payable per year for each year prior to the next cyclical 

review be paid. Therefore, IMPRESS has met the obligations under this Criterion. 

Criteria 6 and 23 

Please provide further details of your annual participant’s consultation which you 

have indicated will be launched in January 2019 and a copy of any relevant 

documentation (for example the consultation paper and any summary of responses 

when available). 

Has any publisher that has left IMPRESS membership or abandoned an application 

for IMPRESS membership cited the indirect funding by Max Mosely/AMCT as one of 

its reasons for that decision? If so, please provide details. 

IMPRESS Response 

No publisher has left IMPRESS membership, nor has a publisher withdrawn their application 

to join IMPRESS citing the indirect funding by Max Mosely/AMCT as one of its reasons for 

that decision. 

Has any of IMPRESS current regulated publishers expressed concern to IMPRESS 

about the indirect funding by Max Mosely/AMCT (including the recent renewal of the 

funding agreement)? If so, please provide details. 

IMPRESS Response 

To the best of our knowledge, IMPRESS has only ever received correspondence from one 

publisher expressing concern about the indirect funding by Max Mosely/AMCT. While the 

publisher was undergoing pre-compliance checks during the application process, and before 

they were regulated by IMPRESS, they said there had been a “…bit of negative reaction to 

our move to join Impress, referencing Max Mosley.” They enquired about the nature of the 
relationship between IMPRESS and Max Mosley and said they would not “welcome” 
association. 

We responded to the publisher and provided them with further information about the Royal 

Charter, the Press Recognition Panel, the system of press self-regulation and the High Court 



     

       

           

          

       

      

           

  

 

  

  

  

           

        

        

       

        

       

            

 

 

  

   

 

  

  

         

             

       

         

    

 

  

    

  

     

  

          

            

challenge mounted by the commercial media lobbying group, the News Media Association. 

We also provided a detailed breakdown of the trustee relationship between Max Mosley and 

the AMCT and how they were structured according to the third-party funding arrangement of 

IMPRESS. We invited them to ask any further questions regarding the matter. The publisher 

did not respond to that communication and completed the pre-compliance process. 

We have received no other correspondence from current regulated publishers expressing 

concern about the indirect funding by Max Mosely/AMCT (including the recent renewal of the 

funding agreement). 

Criterion 9 

Has IMPRESS received any notices of non-compliance from its publishers? 

IMPRESS Response 

At the end of each financial year IMPRESS contacts all regulated publishers to confirm that 

they continue to comply with the requirements of the Regulatory Scheme; we specifically ask 

publishers to disclose any compliance failures and any actions taken to address those 

compliance failures. Through these checks, we received a total of 5 notices of non-

compliance from publishers, who then remedied the non-compliance matters directly. To 

date, IMPRESS has not received any notices of non-compliance from its publishers 

independently of those brought to our attention during this end of financial year check. 

Criterion 10 

We have noted that the Wokingham paper does not appear on IMPRESS list of 

regulated publishers, but gives IMPRESS’ details for complaints on its website. 

https://www.wokinghampaper.com/making-complaint-journalism/ 

Please could you confirm the position? 

IMPRESS Response 

Wokingham paper is no longer an IMPRESS regulated publisher. Wokingham Paper ceased 

to be regulated by IMPRESS on 20 November 2018. The page cited was an historic dead 

link captured by a Google search, but which was not live and accessible through the 

website. We have since contacted Wokingham paper about the dead link and they have 

removed it. 

Criterion 11 

In the case of complaints under 11(c) by a third party seeking to the ensure accuracy 

of published information, please confirm the procedures followed by IMPRESS to 

ensure that the views of the party most closely involved are taken into account. 

IMPRESS Response 

IMPRESS has practice of considering whether any directly affected individual will be 

impacted by any investigation and/or adjudication undertaken by IMPRESS. If such a person 

https://www.wokinghampaper.com/making-complaint-journalism/


        

        

       

            

       

 

  

    

  

   

 

  

        

     

          

          

             

            

   

 

 

 

     

  

            

   

 

  

 

    

   

  

          

             

         

     

           

          

       

is identified and has public contact information, an IMPRESS Executive will contact the 

person with the relevant complaint summary, inviting their comment. The Executive retains 

the discretion to progress the investigation whether any response is received, according to 

the parameters of the Regulatory Scheme. Any directly affected party’s response is tabled at 
any subsequent Regulatory Committee. 

Criteria 11 and 23 

Have you received any complaints about IMPRESS by publishers or members of the 

public (including but not limited to IMPRESS own handling of complaints or its terms 

of membership) other than those already identified in the self-assessment report? If 

so, specify the number and type of complaints. 

IMPRESS response 

IMPRESS has received 10 complaints or expressions of dissatisfaction about IMPRESS’s 

services and decisions; the types of complaints concern dissatisfaction with IMPRESS 

procedures, adjudications, impartiality and staff conduct. Of the 10 complaints received 2 

were resolved after formal review and report by a senior manager, 4 were discontinued 

because the complainant or publisher chose not to seek a formal review of the decision or 

conduct that they were dissatisfied with and in 4 cases the complainant contacted the PRP 

and IMPRESS provided information to the PRP. 

Criterion 12 

Can you confirm that every regulatory committee convened by IMPRESS to decide 

on complaints has had a majority of its members that are independent of the press? 

IMPRESS Response 

Of the 15 adjudications to date, all were convened with a majority of members that are 

independent of the press. 

Criterion 22 

Have there been any changes to IMPRESS procedures or practice in relation to the 

operation of the initial filter of arbitration requests by the IMPRESS executive since 

recognition? 

IMPRESS Response 

The IMPRESS Executive monitors the operation of the scheme and considers making 

various changes to the procedures to best give effect to the scheme, on an ongoing basis. 

Since recognition, there have been two procedural changes, independent of the three 

changes made to the arbitration scheme itself. 

The first change is that publishers are now invited/given an opportunity to respond to the 

claimant’s request for arbitration; this change took effect in August 2017. The publisher 

response to the application is shared with the complainant and that publisher response is 



            

         

          

       

       

         

        

       

       

         

        

           

              

            

     

       

      

 

 

    

  

  

             

  

           

         

  

 

 

  

considered alongside the claimant arbitration request by the Board as part of its assessment 

as to whether such a dispute is suitable for arbitration under the IMPRESS/CIArb scheme. 

Previously, the IMPRESS Board would only consider the claimant application as part of its 

assessment. However, concerns were raised that this did not provide publishers with 

adequate opportunity to respond to arbitration requests and further, that the Board would not 

be able to make fully informed assessment as to whether disputes were suitable for 

arbitration under the IMPRESS/CIArb scheme without input from the publisher. Initially, this 

response was not shared with the claimant/or only shared with the claimant with the 

publisher’s permission; this was to avoid the claimant seeking to extend the pre-assessment 

process with further reply to the publisher’s response. We now share the publisher’s 

response, but for the claimant’s information only. 

The second change is to the claimant application form. In 2017, IMPRESS decided to 

change the text of the form to better align it to the arbitration assessment criteria; this would 

clarify for claimants what information they needed to include in the form and also better 

enable the IMPRESS Board to make fair and balanced assessments (Appendix: Archived 

2016-2017 Arbitration Request Application form; IMPRESS Arbitration Request Application 

Form 2019). 

How many of IMPRESS regulated publishers publish only on a local or regional 

basis? (We have seen the figures in the 2017-18 annual report for publications, but 

this does not specify the number of publishers involved.) 

IMPRESS Response 

Of the 63 publishers currently regulated by IMPRESS, 37 publish only on a local or regional 

basis. 

Specific breakdown of those classifications are as follows: 16 Hyperlocal, 13 Local, 1 

Regional, 1 Magazine and Hyperlocal, 3 Hyperlocal and Local, 2 Magazine and Local, 1 

Local and Regional. 

IMPRESS 

08.02.2018 




