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October 8th 2018 

Dear Dr Wolfe, 

We are independent and crossbench Members of the House of Lords, who have 

been engaged in debate on the matter of press regulation in Parliament. 

We have been extremely disappointed by the Government's failure to implement the 
recommendations of the Leveson Report. We have supported amendments in the 

House of Lords to give effect to the Leveson framework for independently audited 
self-regulation. 

We believe that the work of the Press Recognition Panel is as important today as 

when it was first established. As the Kerslake Review into the Manchester Arena 

Attack graphically demonstrated, some journalists are still engaging in the kinds of 

shocking intrusion and misconduct described at the Leveson inquiry. 

It is essential that the integrity of the Charter model is retained, so that a future 

Government can follow through on Leveson's recommendations. 

In respect of the consultation questions, we address these in turn below. 

To what extent does the new system of genuinely independent and effective 
system of press self-regulation recommended by Leveson exist today? 

While the Panel fulfils its purpose as an independent auditor of press self-regulators, 
it is a matter of fact that most significant publishers are members of IPSO, a body 

which is not recognised by the Panel. Although one self-regulator, Impress, has been 
recognised, it has not yet attracted publishers of significant size. 

Without formal recognition, according to the criteria recommended by Leveson for 

effective and independent self-regulation, no independent assessment of either 

IPSO or industry standards is possible. Because the government has consistently 
refused to implement the incentives for joining a recognised regulator contained in 

the 2013 Crime and Courts Act, the large publishers have chosen to bypass the 
system and to continue to be their own judge of their standards. It is thus a matter of 

great regret that, as far as IPSO is concerned, there is no genuinely independent or 
effective regulation. 



�� 

How much confidence can the public have in the systems that are currently in 

place to protect it from potential harm caused by the press? 

The challenge for Parliamentarians is to ensure a system of regulation is in place 

and provides a basis for public confidence. Such a system was delivered through 

the Leveson recommendations, and is embodied by Impress. For Impress 

publications, we can have considerable confidence that effective protections exist 

both for members of the public who feel aggrieved and - importantly - for journalists 

working on those publications. 

By contrast, IPSO does not meet those recommendations, and has instead 

established a body that is controlled by the industry and is barely distinguishable 

from the discredited PCC which it replaced. Given the record of that body, there is no 

basis for public confidence. 

To what extent and in what way are social media platforms that publish news 

"relevant publishers" for the purposes of the Crime and Courts Act 2013 and 

what implications, if any, does that have for them, the PRP and/or the public? 

This is a question which goes to the terms of the Crime and Courts Act 2013. But 

until the relevant incentives are introduced, it is academic. The major publishing 

companies, which Leveson identified as requiring independent regulation in order to 

address problems of journalistic abuse, have avoided the established framework; 

thus, talk of regulating further organisations is premature. 

Are you aware of any facts or evidence related to the following organisations 

that would be useful in assessing their compliance with the Royal Charter 

criteria: Buzzfeed UK, Facebook, FT, Google, Guardian, HuffPost, Independent, 

IPSO, LADbible, Pink News, Private Eye, Reuters, Snapchat, Twitter, Yahoo! 

News? 

No. 

Yours sincerely, 

The Baroness Hollins 

The Baroness O'Neill of Bengarve CH CBE FSA 

The Lord Low of Dalston CBE 

The Lord Skidelsky 

The Lord Dykes 

The Baroness Howe of ldlicote CBE 

The Lord Berkeley of Knighton CBE 



   

 
  
 

 

 
 
 

 

On 13 October 2018, we were advised that The Baroness Campbell of Surbiton wished to add 
her name to the signatories of the letter above. The PRP responded to confirm that we 
recognize The Baroness Campbell of Surbiton's support for the letter and that her name will be 
published as a co-signatory. 

Subject: Recent Le(er from Baroness Hollins 
Date: Saturday, 13 October 2018 at 09:57:45 BriDsh Summer Time 
From: COULTON, Melanie 
To: PRP Contact 

Dear Panel 

I am wriDng from the office of Baroness Hollins. 

Further to the le(er and submission to the Panel’s SORR Call for InformaDon, I have since been informed 
that The Baroness Campbell of Surbiton wishes to add her name to the signatories.  Will it be possible for 
the Panel to recognise her support for the le(er, in addiDon to the other signatories which were included 
in the le(er as sent? 

As with the others, her name is publishable as a co-signatory. 

Kind regards 

Melanie Coulton 
Baroness Hollins' Office 
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