
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 Indicative timings  
Public  session  

 
1.  Welcome        Chair   09:00  
 
2.  Apologies for absence      Chair   09:00  
 
3.  Declarations of interest      Chair   09:00  
 
4.  Minutes of the meeting held on  14 May  2019,  
             outstanding actions and matters arising   Chair   09:00  –  09:05  

For noting  
 
5.  Chief  Executive’s  report  –  July  2019    SU   09:05  –  09:10  

Paper PRP110(19)   
For noting  
 

6.  Finance  report  –  June  2019             SU   09:10  –  09:15  
Paper PRP111(19)  
For noting  
 

7.  Changes to IMPRESS’ regulatory arrangements  SU   09:15  - 09:35  
Paper PRP112(19)  
For noting  
 

8.  Any  other business  and close of public session  Chair   09:35  –  09:40  
Including comments from the floor  
 
Confidential session  
 

9.  Minutes of the meeting held on 14 May  2019,        
outstanding actions and matters  arising   Chair   09:40  –  09:45  
For noting     
 

PRESS RECOGNITION PANEL  BOARD  MEETING  
 

44th  meeting of the Press Recognition  Panel  
09:00,  Tuesday  9 July  2019  

Mappin House, 4 Winsley Street, London W1W 8HF  

AGENDA  



       
  

 
  

 
            

  
 

          
 
 

      
   

10. Scoping paper on the 2019 annual report SU 09:45 – 10:05 
on the recognition system 
Paper PRP113(19) 
For decision 

11. ARC verbal update HR 10:05 – 10:10 
For noting 

12. Any other business and close of meeting Chair 10:10 – 10:15 

Date and time of next meeting: 27 August 19 starting at 09:00, at Mappin House, 4 
Winsley Street, London W1W 8HF. 



 

     

 
 

 
 
 
 

  
       

    
 
 

      
 

 
  

 
  

 
 
  

 
 
   
  

        
    

 
  
  
  

    
  

  
     

  
  

         
   

  
        
  

       
       

  
     

PRESS RECOGNITION PANEL 
Minutes of the 43rd meeting of the Press Recognition Panel Board 

held on 14 May 2019 at Mappin House, 4 Winsley Street, London W1W 8HF 

Present: David Wolfe QC (Chair), Carolyn Regan, Harry Rich and Emma 
Gilpin Jacobs 

Apologies: Harry Cayton 

In attendance: Susie Uppal (Chief Executive), Saima Ansari, Paul Nezandonyi, 
and John Speed 

BOARD MEETING – PUBLIC SESSION 

Welcome 

1. The Chair welcomed Members and attendees to the forty third meeting of 
the Press Recognition Panel. The Chair noted that apologies had been 
received from Harry Cayton. 

Declaration of members’ interests 

2. In his capacity as Executor to the Estate of Martin Wolfe, David Wolfe is 
presently also trading as Wakelyns Agroforestry. 

Minutes of the meeting held on 26 March 2019, outstanding actions 
and matters arising 

3. The minutes of the meeting held on 26 March 2019 were noted as factually 
correct and agreed. 

Chief Executive’s report – May 2019 – Paper PRP103(19) 

4. The Board received a paper which provided an update on Executive 
activity since the April CEO report that had been circulated by email. 

5. It was noted that the Chair had written to the Permanent Secretary of HM 
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Treasury  to state that the PRP should  not be  placed within any  
Departmental Boundary as it was independent of government entirely  and 
that  it had no controlling entity  (as stated in the annual report and  financial 
statements for 2018-19). This  position  remained  unchanged  irrespective of  
any  internal  action taken by government.  

  
6.  The Board agreed  that  the  PRP should respond to the Government’s 

recent consultation  in relation to  the government’s plans for regulation and  
tackling online  harms. The Board agreed  that  a  meeting would be  
requested with  Jeremy  Wright MP, Secretary of State  for Digital, Culture, 
Media and Sport  as suggested  in the  letter dated  29 March 19  following  
submission of its consultation response.    

  
7.  The Board noted  with  thanks the contents of both  Chief  Executive’s 

reports.  
  
 Finance  report  –  April  2019  –  Paper PRP104(19)  
  
8.  The Board noted  the latest financial position  as at  30  April  2019.  The  

Board agreed  that the  reasons for underspend  would be  highlighted  on the  
management accounts on  a  monthly basis  for clarity.  

  
 PRP Chair re-appointment  –  Paper PRP105(19)  
  
9.  The  Chair  excused himself  from  the discussion concerning the re-

appointment.   The  discussion  was chaired by Harry Rich in the  absence of 
the Senior Independent Board  member, Harry Cayton.   The process  
undertaken by the Nominations Committee, as detailed in the paper, was 
noted with the  evaluation  of the Chair’s performance. The Board 
unanimously supported the  Committee’s recommendation  that  the  Chair  
should be re-appointed for a  further term.    

  
10.  The  Board discussed the optimum  re-appointment period  and concluded  

that it would be  advantageous for the  term to  be  from  17  June 2019  to 16  
June  2022.   The  key  inter-relationship  between the Chair’s period and the  
new replacement  to  ensure the continuing  effectiveness of the  role  was 
observed. The  Board noted the  Chair’s commitment to retiring earlier  
should this be in  the  best interests of the organisation  following the  
recruitment  of a  new Chair  and as agreed  by the Board.   The Chair’s 
flexibility added  to the  compelling  arguments to  reappoint the Chair  for a  
further three-year term.  

  
11.  The  Chair  was invited to  join  the  Board  for the remainder of the  discussion. 

The  reappointment  and  the  proposed  term were confirmed  with  thanks to  
the Chair  for his continuing  support.    
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12.  The Board agreed with  the  Committee’s recommendation that more formal 

notes of  the annual appraisals would be  maintained and  stored  by the  
Executive in confidential files pertaining to each  Member.  It was noted that 
the  Nominations  Committee  Independent Member, Cindy Butts, had yet to  
have an  appraisal  as she’d  been appointed part way through the appraisal 
year. An appraisal would be  undertaken  this year by the Chair.  

  
13.  Post meeting note: the CEO informed  Cindy Butts  of  the  Board’s decision. 

The appraisal would be undertaken  during  the same  period  as that of the  
Board members and the Independent member of the ARC.  

  
 Governance policies  and procedures  - Paper PRP106(19)  
  
14.  The Board considered  the  recommendations  in relation to the policies and  

procedures under consideration and accepted the  proposed updates.  In  
addition, the  Board requested that the  Disaster and Recovery Plan be  
updated to include the  assurance  provided  by Comis that they have  robust 
mitigation  plans in  place in the  event there is an  emergency affecting their 
ability to provide the  service.  The Board  agreed  that the PRP’s commitment 
to  ensure that  our supply chains  are free of modern slavery and  human  
trafficking  would be reflected in  the  necessary policies.  

  
 Any  other business  and close of public session  
  
15.  None raised.  
  
 BOARD MEETING –  CONFIDENTIAL SESSION  
  
  
 Minutes  of  the meeting held on 26  March  2019, outstanding actions 

and matters  arising  
  
16.  The confidential  section of  the  draft  Minutes were  recorded as  factually  

correct  and agreed.  
  
 Governance policies  and procedures  –  Paper PRP106(19)  
  
17.  The Board  noted the  ARC’s discussion in  relation to risk.  The  Board  

reviewed the  Risk management policy and confirmed its currency.  
  
 ARC verbal update  
  
18.  The Chair of the ARC  explained that the Committee had considered the  

final draft of the annual report and  accounts  that would be  considered by  
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the Board as a separate Agenda item and similarly, the risk register and 
forecast reserves moving forward. 

Annual Report and Accounts - Paper PRP107(19) 

19. The Chair of the ARC confirmed that the Committee had considered the 
draft annual report and accounts for the year ended 31 March 2019 at its 
meeting that morning. The Board endorsed the going concern basis for the 
report and noted that the NAO had confirmed that they were content with 
this basis. The Committee recommended the draft report for signature and 
agreed that the CEO, as Accounting Officer, should sign the letter of 
representation. The Board agreed with the recommendation and delegated 
authority to the Chair and CEO for signing the report, subject to any final 
queries raised by the NAO, and in line with the proposed timeframe. 

20. redacted 

Risk Register - Paper PRP108(19) 

21. redacted 

The PRP’s position on social media platforms - Paper PRP109(19) 

22. The Board considered the paper that detailed evidence of the range of 
voices and organisations that the PRP could interact with and the potential 
messaging for discussion. The CEO explained that she had attended a 
lecture by Sir Brian Leveson and provided a summary of the themes 
covered for information. 

23. The Board agreed that the PRP should respond to the Government’s 
consultation. redacted 

24. - redacted 
25. 

26. The Board agreed to review the draft consultation response ex committee 
before formal submission. 

27.– redacted 
28. 

Any other business and close of confidential session 

29. None raised. 
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Date and time of next meeting 

30. The next scheduled meeting of the Board will take place at 9:00 on 9 July 
2019 at Mappin House, 4 Winsley Street, London W1W 8HF. 

Drafted: Saima Ansari 
Executive Administration Manager 

Signed: David Wolfe QC 
Chair 
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PRP110(19) 

PRESS RECOGNITION PANEL BOARD 

CHIEF EXECUTIVE’S REPORT – JUNE 2019 

Meeting: 9 July 19 Status: for noting 

Lead responsibility: Susie Uppal, Contact details: 020 3443 7072 
Chief Executive 

Purpose 

1. The purpose of this paper is to provide an update to the Board on Executive 
activity since the May 2019 CEO report. 

2. The Board is invited to note the contents of the Chief Executive’s report. 

Executive summary 

3. The Board is being updated in respect of organisational and financial matters. 

Delivery updates 

Delivery updates 

4. The annual report and financial statements for the year ending 31 March 2019 
were laid in Parliament on 4 June with copies provided for information to the 
Northern Ireland Assembly and the National Assembly for Wales. 

5. At its meeting on 14 May 2019 and following consideration of the 
recommendations of the Nominations Committee, the Board agreed to 
reappoint the Chair for a further three-year term from 17 June 2019 to 16 June 
2022. The Senior Independent Board member wrote to the Chair to inform him 
of the Board’s decision on 24 May 2019 and the reappointment was accepted 
by the Chair. 

6. The Nominations Committee will be meeting on 9 July 2019 to discuss 
succession planning and the reappointments of the Board members. The 
recommendations will be brought to the Board at its next meeting on 27 August 
2019 and considered in the open session of the meeting. 

7. A periodic liaison meeting was held with representatives from IMPRESS on 11 
June 2019. 
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Finance Update 

8. A bank-reconciled set of management accounts as at 31 May 2019 is attached 
at Annex A. 

9. The deficit for the period to date is £5,383 against the year to date budget of 
£12,914. This represents a positive variance of £7,531 compared to the year to 
date forecast. 

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

Stakeholder updates 

11. Redacted. 

12. Redacted. 

13. As agreed at the last Board meeting, we have responded to the Government’s 
consultation on its Online Harms White Paper, which is partly concerned with 
news, ‘fake news’, and disinformation. We have published the response on our 
website. We have also shared it with stakeholders who are signed up to receive 
updates from us, parliamentarians, some social media platforms, and 
organisations that the Board identified as having an interest in these matters. 
We have also written to Jeremy Wright MP, Secretary of State for Digital, 
Culture, Media and Sport, to accept his offer to meet with the Chair following 
our consideration of the White Paper. A copy of our consultation response is 
attached at Annex B. We are happy to discuss the response with interested 
stakeholders. 

14. Redacted. 

Research update 

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

Implications 

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

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

• Legislation – no specific implications. 

• Resources – any resourcing considerations are referenced and there are 
no specific implications other than these. 

• Equality, Diversity and Inclusion – no specific implications. 
page 2 of 3 



    
 

 
 

 
     

   
 

 
 

    
    

 
 

 
     

 
 

 
         

 
 
 

 
 

     
    

   

Devolved nations 

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

Communications 

18. There are no other issues to report which have communications implications, 
so far as I am aware. 

Risks 

19. There are a range of risks involved in the areas of work covered in this Paper. 

Recommendations 

20. The Board is asked to note the contents of the Chief Executive’s report. 

Attachments 

Annex A – Management Accounts as at 31 May 2019 
Annex B – Consultation response 
Annex C – External matters update 
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Explanation

D 
Press Recognition Panel 
Period ended 31 May 2019 

2 Months to May 2019 Full Year to 
March 2020 

Actual Budget Variance Budget 
£ £ £ £ 

Income 
Subscription Fees 36,667 36,667 - 220,000 
Bank Interest 516 497 (19) 2,802 
Total Income 37,183 37,164 (19) 222,802 

Expenditure 
Board and Committee costs 
Salaries & NIC 10,658 10,658 - 67,248 
Travel & Subsistence - 40 (40) 240 
Other costs - - - 4,200 
Total Board and Committee Costs 10,658 10,698 (40) 71,688 

Communications 
Consultation Document & Translation - - - 9,600 
Website & Visuals 297 3,400 (3,103) Budgeted costs for website upgrades 8,256 

not yet incurred 
Total Communications Costs 297 3,400 (3,103) 17,856 

Other costs 
Executive team costs 24,313 24,560 (247) 169,432 
HR & Recruitment - 3,867 (3,867) Budgeted costs for Board recruitment 6,080 

not yet incurred 
Office costs 886 1,107 (221) 6,782 
Meeting rooms 1,500 1,600 (100) 5,800 
Travel & Subsistence - 40 (40) 240 
Information Technology 721 652 69 5,912 
Accountancy 3,443 3,420 23 24,100 
Audit Fees - - - 12,060 
Printing & Stationery 2 40 (38) 1,740 
Insurance 386 330 56 2,517 
Legal - - - 30,000 
Subscriptions & publications 342 340 2 2,075 
Finance charges 18 24 (6) 144 
Sundry expenses - - - 560 

31,611 35,980 (4,369) 267,443 

Total Expenditure 42,566 50,078 (7,512) 356,987 

(Deficit) for the period (5,383) (12,914) 7,531 (134,185) 

Reserves Bfwd 787,947 787,947 787,947 

Reserves Cfwd 782,564 775,033 653,762 



          
          

          

                  
                        
                  

              

                     
            
                             
                  
                  
              

          

          

          

              

          

Press Recognition Panel 
Period ended 31 May 2019 

May-19 Mar-19 
£ £ £ £ 

Current Assets 

Current account 135,770 177,858 
Barclays account 758,391 758,133 
Cash at bank 894,161 935,991 

Prepayments 4,661 5,932 
Accrued Income 516 258 
Third Party Deposit 5,609 5,609 
Sundry debtors 10,786 11,799 

Creditors: amounts falling 
due within one year 
Trade creditors 2,536 732 
Deferred income 94,128 130,795 
Credit card - 453 
Social security and other taxes 4,470 5,097 
Pensions 1,035 1,208 
Sundry creditors and accruals 20,214 21,558 

122,383 159,843 

Net Current Assets 782,564 787,947 

Funds brought forward 

Funds bought forward at 31 March 787,947 860,393 

Surplus/(deficit) for the period (5,383) (72,446) 

782,564 787,947 



 

 
 
 
 

 

      

  

  

        
       

          
 

         
       

            
        

       
           

    

              
      

         
       

         
       

           
        

     

  

             
       

       
       
          
        

       

         
      

 

 

Online Harms White Paper 

Consultation response from the Press Recognition Panel 

13 June 2019 

Executive summary 

1. The Press Recognition Panel (PRP) welcomes the opportunity to respond to 
the Government’s consultation on its Online Harms White Paper, particularly 
since the White Paper is concerned in part with news, “fake news” and 
disinformation. 

2. Social media platforms perform as news publishers when they produce, edit 
and distribute news. For these platforms, a regulatory framework already 
exists in the form of the recognition system, of which the Royal Charter and 
the PRP are part. Under this system, social media news publishers can join 
or form an independent self-regulator. That regulator can apply to be 
independently assessed by the PRP to confirm that it protects the public and 
upholds freedom of speech. 

3. The recognition system – if fully in operation – would bring to an end political 
involvement in news publishing and regulation. 

4. The Government should not overburden news publishers and social media 
platforms by creating a new regulatory system, since an existing system 
already exists. Nor should they operate within a system different to that 
which applies to other news publishers (including the traditional ‘press’) 

5. Over the last five years, the PRP has demonstrated a commitment to an 
independent system of self-regulation and shown that the recognition system 
leads to an increase in standards. 

Introduction 

6. The PRP was established by a Royal Charter in 2014 as part of a new 
system of regulatory oversight to ensure freedom of speech for the press and 
other news publishers whilst also protecting the interests of the public. This 
followed the Leveson Inquiry (2011-2012) into the culture, practices and 
ethics of the press. In his independent report, Lord Justice Leveson had 
proposed a genuinely independent and effective system of self-regulation 
with politics playing no part in it. 

7. The Royal Charter gives the PRP a unique and unprecedented 
independence from Government, politicians, the press, news publishers and 
others. 
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News publishers 

8. The Royal Charter sits alongside the Crime and Courts Act 2013 to provide a 
legal framework (the recognition system) for the regulation of news 
publishers in England and Wales. Section 41 of the Act sets out a clear 
definition of the news publishers concerned, and it terms them ‘relevant 
publishers’. 

9. The Act applies to any relevant publisher that can be sued in the courts of 
England and Wales, which therefore includes the social media organisations 
that are the focus of this consultation. 

10. ‘Relevant publisher’ means a person who, in the course of a business 
(whether or not carried on with a view to profit), publishes news-related 
material— 

(a) which is written by different authors, and 

(b) which is to any extent subject to editorial control. 

11.Further: 

“News-related material is “subject to editorial control” if there is a 
person (whether or not the publisher of the material) who has editorial 
or equivalent responsibility for— 

(a) the content of the material, 

(b) how the material is to be presented, and 

(c) the decision to publish it.” 

12.Also: 

“(3) A person who is the operator of a website is not to be taken as 
having editorial or equivalent responsibility for the decision to 
publish any material on the site, or for content of the material, if 
the person did not post the material on the site. 

(4) The fact that the operator of the website may moderate 
statements posted on it by others does not matter for the 
purposes of subsection (3).” 

13. ‘News-related material’ also has a specific definition under the Act. It means: 

(a) news or information about current affairs, 

(b) opinion about matters relating to the news or current affairs, or 
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(c) gossip about celebrities, other public figures or other persons in 
the news. 

14.The PRP considers that in relation to some or all of their news-related 
activities, some social media platforms perform as relevant publishers. They 
do so when they publish news or current affairs information. They perform 
the role of news editors including when they “fact-check” (or similar) content 
and decide what to publish, amend or remove from their platforms. 

The PRP 

15.It follows that, for social media platforms that perform the role of relevant 
publishers in England and Wales, a system of regulatory oversight already 
exists in the form of the recognition system. 

16.Those publishers should consider joining or forming a regulator which meets 
the recognition criteria set out in the Royal Charter. 

17.As considered further below, those criteria were framed on the basis of the 
recommendations of the Leveson Report to provide the minimum 
requirements for news regulators. The criteria balance the public interest 
imperatives of free speech and the public interest in proper oversight of news 
publishing (including through access to independent complaint and low-cost 
arbitration processes). 

18.If such a regulator were to apply to be recognised within the scheme of 
recognition under the Royal Charter by the PRP, the PRP would consider its 
application in accordance with the PRP’s guidance. 

19.The PRP’s approach to those matters was challenged by way of a judicial 
review of its decision to recognise IMPRESS as meeting the Royal Charter 
criteria. That challenge was roundly rejected by a Divisional Court. The 
appeal against that decision was withdrawn shortly before the Court of 
Appeal was due to consider it. 

20.The relevant activities of the social media organisations concerned mean that 
the scheme of recognition and the Royal Charter criteria are entirely 
appropriate for this purpose. 

The Charter system of regulation 

21.The Royal Charter lists 29 criteria, which if met ensure a regulator is, among 
other things, independent of the publishers it regulates, is appropriately 
funded, and has systems in place to protect the public. 

22.The Royal Charter requirements could be applied to a regulator that had 
social media platforms as members. For example, the Royal Charter requires 
news publishers to be held strictly accountable under a standards code for 
the material they produce. Amongst other things, the code must take into 
account the importance of freedom of speech, the interests of the public, and 
the rights of individuals. Many social media platforms already have standards 
or codes of conduct that could be adapted. 
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23.The Royal Charter also requires news publishers to have appropriate internal 
governance processes for dealing with complaints and compliance with the 
standards code. Many social media platforms already have complaints 
processes in place that could be adapted. 

24.The Royal Charter is as appropriate for social media platforms as it is for 
other publishers of news-related material such as the print press and online 
news publishers. 

Better regulation 

25.As the Better Regulation principles outline, all regulation should be 
proportionate, consistent, accountable, transparent, and targeted only where 
needed. 

26.As outlined above, social media companies already undertake activities 
which the PRP considers fall within the ambit of the existing ‘recognition 
system’. It would not be consistent with Better Regulation for an additional, 
overlapping system to be put in place in relation to those activities 

27.It would be inconsistent and inappropriate to create an additional, parallel or 
overlapping regulatory system for the social media platforms which would be 
more intrusive, and/or burdensome, and/or less independent than the system 
that is already in place for other relevant publishers. The consultation 
appears to contemplate such an arrangement. 

Oversight regulation 

28.Given the free speech concerns that have properly been raised by some 
parties, it is important that the regulation of social media platforms is properly 
independent of Government and other similar interests. 

29.Over the last five years, the PRP has demonstrated that it is properly 
independent. The way it was created (including the appointment of its Board 
and its total independence from Government) ensures that remains the case. 
The PRP has no involvement in the operation of relevant publishers. The 
PRP merely oversees regulators who have applied to it voluntarily. 

30.The Royal Charter prevents the Government, politicians, and others from 
unduly influencing the PRP. 

31.It would be understandable if social media platforms and other publishers of 
news-related material such as the press objected to the current proposals for 
regulating social media platforms that are outlined in the White Paper. The 
current proposals increase the regulatory burden on relevant publishers, 
increase Government interference and put freedom of speech at risk. 

32.The Royal Charter system of regulation is proportionate, and it would protect 
both the public and freedom of speech. 
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Annex C to PRP110(19) 

Update on key external matters 

1. The update on key external matters is a research-informed piece based on a 
sample of information available in the public domain. 

Commercial Landscape 

2. As reported by the Guardian, the publisher of the Sun and the Sun on Sunday 
is launching a large-scale programme of job cuts as it seeks to reduce costs at 
the loss-making tabloids. News Group Newspapers (NGN), a subsidiary of 
News UK, which publishes the titles, has initially called for voluntary 
redundancies in an effort to hit savings targets as part of a wide-ranging review 
of all parts of the editorial and commercial sides of the business. Staff – of 
whom about 500 to 600 work in editorial – have been told, however, that 
compulsory redundancies will follow if the targets cannot be met. 

3. As reported by Press Gazette, the Saturday Daily Mail sold nearly 700,000 
copies more than the best-selling Sunday newspaper in May, challenging the 
tradition of big political stories going to Sunday titles. In May, the Saturday Mail 
sold 1.75m copies, compared with top-selling Sunday newspaper the Sun on 
Sunday which sold 1.07m (including 68,700 bulks), a difference of more than 
681,000 copies, ABC figures show. 

4. ABC figures also show that Sunday newspapers saw the biggest circulation 
declines across the national press in May. The Mail on Sunday, Sun on 
Sunday, Sunday Telegraph, Sunday Mirror, Sunday Express, Daily Star 
Sunday and Sunday People all recorded a double-digit decline year-on-year. 
Only the Sunday Times and Observer stayed in single-figure declines. 

5. According to the latest Pamco readership figures, The Mail has overtaken The 
Sun as the most-read UK national newsbrand across print and online. The Mail 
had a total monthly UK brand reach of 31.1m across print titles the Daily Mail 
and Mail on Sunday as well as its website Mail Online. The Sun titles were just 
behind with a monthly reach of 29.7m, a figure that includes traffic to the 
brand’s bingo and fantasy football websites. The Mail is the most-read 
newsbrand on tablet and is closing in on the Guardian as the most-read on 
desktop with a monthly readership of 6.7m (Guardian: 6.9m). 

6. Local newsbrands reach more than 40m adults on a monthly basis, according 
to new research. The new audience data measurement system, Jicreg True 
Local, found that 40.6m people read regional print and digital titles every 
month. Its research also found that mobile boosted local media audiences by 
94 per cent with 10m young people reading regional titles on their devices 
every month. 



      
   

  
  

 
   

 
    

     
   

 
      

  
   
  

 
   

     
 

    
 

 
   

 
  

  
     

  
 

    
 

    
 

     
    

  
 

 
 

      
 

 
 

   
     

  

7. As reported by Hold the Front Page, 10 more newspapers are to be closed by a 
regional publisher after they were deemed to be no longer economically viable. 
JPIMedia has confirmed a series of title closures across the UK are to take 
place in the coming days and weeks – following recent revelations that The 
Buteman, Bucks Advertiser and Thame Gazette will cease publication this 
month. JPIMedia says no jobs will be lost as a result of the closures. 

8. Press Gazette reported that advertising spend on newspapers and magazines 
is set to account for less than 10 per cent of the UK market this year, according 
to forecast figures. In a report by ad agency Group M, it is predicted that all 
newsbrands (national and regional) and magazines (consumer and B2B) will 
take home a combined 9.3 per cent share of all UK ad money in 2019. Last 
year the ad market share for newspapers and magazines was 10.3 per cent 
and in 2015 it was 17 per cent, according to Group M. This decline is forecast 
to continue into 2020 while overall spending grows. 

9. As reported by Press Gazette, JPI Media has revealed plans for a paywall trial 
at two of its regional daily titles in the face of falling advertising revenues. In an 
email to staff, JPI Media editor-in-chief Jeremy Clifford said the metered 
paywalls would launch with a trial offer of £1 per month for three months, rising 
to £8 per month thereafter. Blackpool Gazette and Portsmouth News are the 
first two to trial the new subscription model, according to the email, which will 
offer readers five free articles per week before prompting them to subscribe. 

10. Research by The Reuters Institute for the Study of Journalism (RISJ) has 
shown that online news organisations are shifting, albeit gradually, away from 
free content in favour of a variety of pay models. The research looked at the 
pay models of 212 leading news organisation across Finland, France, 
Germany, Italy, Poland, UK and the US. It found that 69 per cent of 
newspapers operate some form of pay model (freemium, metered paywall, or 
hard paywall). The figure in 2017 was 64.5 per cent. 

11. As reported by Press Gazette, Mail Online has seen its traffic from Google 
halved after an algorithm change, according to its head of search engine 
optimisation. The news website’s SEO director, Jesus Mendez, said that an 
update on 3 June to the search engine led to Mail Online seeing its daily traffic 
from Google fall by 50 per cent. 

Legal 

12. As reported by Press Gazette, the Supreme Court has ruled that under the 
Defamation Act 2013 claimants must show that actual, serious harm has been 
caused to them, or is likely to be caused, by a statement. It is a landmark legal 
judgment which clarifies the law on defamation while upholding an earlier Court 
of Appeal ruling which found that The Independent and Evening Standard had 
libelled a French aerospace engineer. The judgment, handed down in the case 
of Bruno Lachaux v Independent Print Limited, establishes that the act has 



 
  

   
 

 
     

   
  

 
 

 
 

 
    

   
 

  
    

  
  

 
   

   

 
 

   
  

  
 

 
    

     
 

  
    

   
  

  
  

 
 

   
  

     

raised the threshold of seriousness and so “to some degree” amends the 
common law rules for defamation. As such, claimants can no longer rely only 
on the “inherent tendency” of a statement to cause harm to their reputations in 
libel claims. 

13. As reported in the Guardian, the publisher of the Daily Mail has paid £120,000 
in damages plus costs to a UK-based humanitarian charity after the paper 
falsely accused it of funding a “hate festival” in Palestine which acted out the 
murder of Jews. Associated Newspapers apologised unreservedly to the 
trustees of Interpal, which provides aid to Palestinians, for suggesting the 
registered charity was a terrorist organisation. 

Political 

14. The Digital Minister Margot James has said she fears solutions to save the 
local news industry from commercial challenges may come too late. She said 
she worried in particular that investigative journalism is being left behind as 
editorial staff numbers decline and newsrooms focus on “trending” stories for 
clicks. She told Gloucester-based business website Punchline that the 
Government has been working to halt the decline in the local press by trying to 
get a fairer deal for news publishers. 

15. As reported by Press Gazette, the company behind the Independent and 
Evening Standard newspapers has claimed it has “nothing to fear” from a 
Government investigation into Saudi investments in its two titles. ESI Media has 
argued there is “no legal basis for an investigation” after Culture Secretary 
Jeremy Wright said that he was “minded to” intervene in deals with an investor 
with “strong links” to the Saudi state. Evgeny Lebedev sold a 30 per cent stake 
in Evening Standard publisher Lebedev Holdings to Sultan Mohamed 
Abuljadayel for around £25m this year. Two years earlier the Saudi national 
bought a 30 per cent stake in Independent published Independent Digital News 
and Media. 

16. Aaron Greenspan, who studied at Harvard at the same time as Mark 
Zuckerberg, gave evidence to the second meeting of the Sub-Committee on 
Disinformation as part of its on-going scrutiny of social media and how it is 
regulated. As reported by BBC News, he told MPs that he believed the number 
of fake accounts on the platform to be far higher than Facebook admitted. He 
likened the social network to the Chernobyl disaster. "By designing the platform 
the way he did, [Mr Zuckerberg] has created an enormous uninhabitable zone 
polluted with disinformation and, like radiation, it is impossible to reverse," Mr 
Greenspan told the sub-committee. 

17. The House of Lords debated the Communications Committee's report 
"Regulating in a digital world" on Wednesday 12 June. Lord Ashton of Hyde, 
minister for digital, said that the committee’s report aligned with the 
Government’s approach, including the proposal for a duty of care on tech firms. 



 
 

   
 

   
 

 
  

     
 

  
 

       
   

  
 

    
       

  
 

 
  

 
     

    
  

   
    

  
    

  
 

      
 

 
      

 
      

   
  

 
  

Regulatory news 

18. As reported in the Times, Sir Nick Clegg has intervened in the debate over how 
to rein in powerful internet companies, claiming that Facebook should not be 
regulated in the same way as a traditional publisher. The former deputy prime 
minister said that it was “ludicrous” to compare the social network with a 
newspaper or magazine owner, which in Britain must bear legal responsibility 
for the content they publish. Internet companies, by contrast, are largely 
unregulated. Calls for new and old media to be subject to equivalent rules 
displayed a “fundamental misunderstanding of what social media is”, said Sir 
Nick, who is now head of global affairs and communications for Facebook. 

19. As reported by Press Gazette, a clause in the Editors’ Code of Practice has 
been revised to make clear that journalists should ensure they do not identify 
sex assault victims to people during their newsgathering. Previously Clause 11 
(victims of sexual assault) could be read as concerning only the publication of 
information that identifies or is likely to identify victims, not actions taken by a 
journalist before publication. IPSO asked the Code Committee to look again at 
the clause after two complaints last year where it was uncertain if it had been 
breached. 

Campaigners’ news 

20. The News Media Association reported that the world’s press has called on the 
United Kingdom to address critical press freedom challenges facing the country 
by taking a number of steps including prioritising the safety of journalists and 
repealing Section 40. At the World News Media Congress in Glasgow this 
month, the board of the World Association of Newspapers and News Publishers 
issued six press freedom resolutions to promote press freedom in the UK, 
including a call for robust exemptions for news media from measures designed 
to crack down on online harms. Foreign Secretary Jeremy Hunt, who backed 
the News Media Association’s Journalism Matters campaign, highlighted the 
importance of a free press to democratic society in a speech to delegates at the 
event. 

21. As reported by the Society of Editors, Times editor John Witherow called for the 
break-up of the digital giants Google and Facebook at the Society of Editors 
annual Satchwell lecture. He also predicted that the BBC would be forced to 
become a subscription service. Witherow, the UK’s longest-serving national-
serving editor, said there was a very real chance that if re-elected an American 
government under a Trump second-term presidency could take on the major 
tech players. 



    
 

 

 
 

 
 

    
 

     
 

  
 

   

 
 

 
     

  
 

     
 

  
 

 
    

 
  

 
 

        
      

   
      

 
    

 
    

   
  

 
          

  
       
    

  
  

  
 

PRP 
PRP112(19) 

PRESS RECOGNITION PANEL BOARD 

CHANGES TO IMPRESS’ REGULATORY ARRANGEMENTS 

Meeting: 9 July 2019 Status: for noting 

Lead responsibility: Susie Uppal, Contact details: 020 3443 7072 
Chief Executive 

Purpose 

1. The purpose of this paper is to provide an update to the Board on two changes 
to IMPRESS’ Regulatory arrangements. 

2. The Board is invited to note the contents. 

Executive summary 

3. IMPRESS has appointed a new member of its Appointment Panel and has 
published the results of its consultation on membership fees. 

New Member of IMPRESS appointment panel 

4. At the time of the Board’s Cyclical Review meeting on 26 March 2019, 
IMPRESS had almost completed the process of recruiting a further member or 
members of their appointment panel. Details of the recruitment process were 
contained in the PRP Executive’s report on the Cyclical Review. 

5. IMPRESS has now provided the following updated information: 

• Three candidates were interviewed for the Appointment Panel on 18 March 
2019 by Chair Caroline Instance and Member Chris Kenny 

• The Appointment Panel considered a report on all three interviewed 
candidates and agreed with the recommendation to appoint Jean Gray. 

• Jean Gray was offered the position on 21 March, accepted on 22 March and 
began in role from 1 April 2019 

• Aiden White stood down from the Panel on 31 March 2019 
• Jean Gray’s biography together with that of the other panel members is 

available at https://www.impress.press/page/appointment-panel.html 

6. Criterion 3 of Schedule 2 of the Royal Charter states: 
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 “The appointment panel: a) should be  appointed in an independent,  fair and  
open way; b) should contain a substantial majority of  members  who are 
demonstrably independent  of  the press; c) should include  at least one person  
with a current understanding and experience  of the press; d) should  include  no  
more than one current editor of a  publication that could be  a  member of the  
body.”  
 

7.  Based  on the information provided  for the Cyclical Review and the update  
received,  our view is that  the appointment process was conducted in an  
independent, fair  and  open way.  

 
8.  As can  be seen  from the  biographies  of the  Appointment  Panel members linked  

to above,  all  the  members appear  to be  independent of the  press  and  none  of  
them are editors of  publications that could be a  member of the  body.  

 
9.  Criterion 3  also requires the  Panel  to include  at least one  person with a current 

understanding  and experience  of the  press.  Aiden  White  who has left the  Panel  
was  its member with the greatest experience  -see  
https://ethicaljournalismnetwork.org/who-we-are/our-people/aidan-white   

     
10.  In their  Cyclical Review self  -assessment  IMPRESS  described Dominic Tambini 

(who remains a member  of the  Appointment  Panel)  as having  experience  and  
current understanding of the press. Jean Gray  has experience  of the  press and  
remains  involved in media issues  

 
11.  The Executive considers that IMPRESS continues to satisfy criterion 3.  
  

 
IMPRESS decision following their regulatory  fees consultation  

12.  When carrying out the  Cyclical Review, the  PRP  Board  noted that  IMPRESS  
was consulting  the wider public on changes to its membership  fees, having  
previously consulted its own publishers on  the changes.    

 
13.   The outcome  of  that consultation  has now  been published by IMPRESS  

having been  adopted by its Board at their meeting of  14  May  2019.  IMPRESS  
has proceeded  with the proposals as consulted on.  

 
14.  The  IMPRESS consultation was covered in the  Executive’s supplemental  note  

to the Board dated  19.03.19  as part of the  papers for the  Cyclical Review. 
This is  attached as Annex  A. At the  time of its decision the Board stated:  

 “The Chair reiterated that the  Board would be considering information that had  
been presented  at this stage as part of the  Review.   The  Board noted the  
supplemental paper  that had  been provided  by the Executive concerning  the  
financial consultation commenced  by IMPRESS  and this would be considered  
in due course  by the PRP Board in line with its published guidance and  
procedures.”  

 
15.  Annex  B  is an  extract from the  PRP  Executive’s report and assessment  to the  

Board  for the  Cyclical Review.  The  public consultation by IMPRESS  on  their  
financial arrangements is in line with the Board’s interpretation of the  
requirement in criterion 6  of Schedule  2  of the Royal Charter that funding  for 
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the system be settled in agreement with the industry. However, criterion 6 
also requires this settlement to take into account the commercial pressures on 
the industry. Further IMPRESS is required to meet the requirement in criterion 
23 that “The membership of a regulatory body should be open to all 
publishers on fair, reasonable and non-discriminatory terms” 

16. A key issue therefore is that IMPRESS has set its rates for publishers with 
highest turnover bands of £200m or £250m at £200,000 and £250,000 
respectively. This compares with its current maximum fee of £70,000. By way 
of an example, the Guardian Media Group has a total turnover of £233m. This 
would give them fees of £200,000 on IMPRESS’ tariffs were they to join. The 
largest publishers such as Times Newspaper Group, News Group 
Newspapers or the Mail Group would be likely to come under the highest 
£250,000 tariff. 

17. IPSO does not appear to publish its fees, but as set out in Annex A, at the 
time of the call for information during IMPRESS’s recognition process in 2017, 
the News Media Association stated that IPSOs top 5 publishers by turnover 
paid a total between them of £780,000 and their highest rate publisher paid 
around £300,000. 

18. At that time IMPRESS was proposing a maximum fee of £800,000. In their 
own response to the call for information during the recognition process the 
Guardian supported the News Media Association’s comments (set out in 
Annex A) in relation to the disproportionate nature of IMPRESS’ then 
proposed fees for higher publishers, as did Associated News who stated: “Not 
only do these subscription rates fail to meet the criterion’s requirement for 
IMPRESS to offer ‘fair, reasonable and non-discriminatory terms’, they make 
it extremely unlikely that IMPRESS will ever be able to attract any of the 
large established publishers that it needs as members in order to establish 
credibility as  a serious regulator.”1 

19. However, the context is different now with IMPRESS’ maximum fee being 
£250,000. Whilst it may be that their fees could be higher than IPSO’s for 
some of the larger titles, we bear in mind that none of the larger publishers 
has approached IMPRESS for membership during the period when their 
maximum fee has been only £70,000. We also note that no publishers 
responded to IMPRESS’ recent public consultation in order to to raise issues 
with the fee levels. 

20. In the circumstances we consider that the outcome of the IMPRESS financial 
consultation does not put at risk their continued compliance with criteria 6 or 
23 of Schedule 2 of the Royal Charter. However, should any representations 
be received from publishers at a future date on this issue, it will be open to the 

1 IMPRESS reduced its maximum fee to £70,000 after its consultation in 2017 prior to the PRP Board’s 
recognition decision. The Board made no comment on the level of IMPRESS fees at the time of recognition, save 
to note that the highest fees had been abolished. 
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Board to reconsider the matter bearing in mind the published procedures and 
guidance for an ad hoc review. 

Devolved nations 

21. There are no implications/differences in relation to the matters covered in this 
paper and the devolved nations. 

Communications 

22. There are no particular communications implications, so far as we are aware. 

Risks 

23. There are a no particular risks involved to which we wish to draw attention. 

Recommendations 

24. The Board is asked to note the contents of the Chief Executive’s report. 

Attachments 

Annex A - Supplemental note to the PRP Executive’s assessment and 
recommendations on the cyclical review 19.03.19 

Annex B - Extract from the PRP Executive’s assessment and recommendations on 
the cyclical review in relation to criterion 6 
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Annex  A

Cyclical Review of the recognition of IMPRESS under the Royal Charter  

Supplemental note to the PRP Executive’s  assessment and recommendations  
19.03.19  

1  As part of  our assessment of continued compliance with criterion 6 of the  
Charter, we discussed  the  extent to which IMPRESS’ funding settlement takes 
into account the cost of  fulfilling the  obligations of the regulator and the  
commercial pressures on the  industry as required by that criterion. (See  pages 
32-36  of the  assessment).  

2.  We  indicated that IMPRESS was consulting its members on changes to the  fee  
tariffs and included IMPRESS’ confirmation (page 36) that if as a result of  this 
consultation  they  felt minded to  amend their  tariffs in  a way that would affect 
potential members then IMPRESS would launch a wider consultation:  

“IMPRESS’ articles of association require it to consult with members over its 
budget and any changes to its regulatory scheme under paragraph  10.1.  If, as  
a result of the consultation, IMPRESS  decides to  make any changes to its 
terms and  conditions or its regulatory scheme, then IMPRESS will embark on  a  
short public consultation about these changes before implementing them.”  

3.  IMPRESS has now launched a  public four-week financial consultation  
encouraging   all news publishers –  regulated  by IMPRESS or not –  and  others 
who have an interest in their work to take  part.     

4.  The consultation sets out that IMPRESS has  received  renewed  funding for 
IPRT, that it will continue to seek funding/grants from elsewhere and proposes 
a new tariff schedule that replaces the existing one.  

5.  IMPRESS states that  it  has  received  feedback  from  publishers  about  the  
fairness  of  the  current  tariff  system:  “Their  main  concern  is  the  steep  rise  in  
fees  between  the  different  bands,  as  publishers  move  from  the  top  of  one  band  
to  the  bottom  of  another.  For  example,  under  the  current  tariff  band  system,  a  
publisher  with  a  turnover  of  £99,000  a  year  pays  £50,  whilst  a  publisher  with  a  
turnover  of  £101,000  pays  £550.  A  publisher  with  a  turnover  of  £1.9  million  
pays  £1,500  and  a  publisher  with  a  turnover  of  £2.1  million  pays  £7,000.”  

6.  IMPRESS proposes to replace  the current system  of  tariff bands with  a system  
of charging based  on 0.1% of turnover  which will avoid a sudden jump in  fees. 
There will continue  to  be a minimum  fee  of  £50  for any publisher, and a new  
maximum of £250,000  for publishers with a turnover of £250m or greater.    

7.   IMPRESS  states:  “This  change  ensures  that  fees  are  directly  related  to  a  
publisher’s  turnover  and  provides  for  fees  to  increase  or  decrease  in  line  with  
changes  in  revenue.  This  is  intended  to  provide  a  fairer,  more  transparent  and  

 

proportionate charging system.” 
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8.   The  table  in  Appendix  1  provided  by  IMPRESS  shows  the  impact  of  this  change  
at  selected  annual  turnover  levels.  

9.  One  of the key impacts will be on large publishers with a turnover of  more than 
£100m.  The highest potential fee is £250,000, compared to £70,000  under the  
current scheme. IMPRESS has no publishers that currently approach the  
maximum but clearly this could affect potential members.  

10.  During the IMPRESS recognition  process in 2016, the News Media Association  
(NMA) commented on  proposed IMPRESS  fees for larger publishers in their  
response  to the  first call for information. Their view that was that the tariffs 
proposed  by IMPRESS  at the time did not properly take into account the cost of 
fulfilling the obligations of the regulator and the commercial pressures on the  
industry   

11.  It is important to note  however that this was in the context at the time of  
IMPRESS having proposed  a  maximum tariff  of £800,000. This was amended  
to £70,000 by IMPRESS before the  PRP’s decision to grant recognition.  

12.  The NMA  stated:  “The  NMA's analysis of the IMPRESS rate card and  
Regulatory Funding Company  figures shows that the largest five publisher 
members of IPSO (who include regional as well as national publishers) pay a  
combined total of £780,000, which is less than any of  them would have  to pay  
individually if they joined IMPRESS (£800,000). For the highest-paying IPSO 
publishers, IMPRESS  would be over £500,000 more expensive each year 
(nearly three times as  expensive as IPSO.) The average that the  top 10 IPSO 
publishers pay is £108,000. IMPRESS charges almost eight times this sum.  
There is therefore something seriously wrong  with IMPRESS's financial model.  

The  flawed nature of  IMPRESS's financial model can be demonstrated  by an  
analysis of its figures if IMPRESS were (improbably) to attract just two of the  
large nationals and two of  the large regional  groups into  membership. Applying  
the rate card in IMPRESS's Application (see  Criterion 23  of the  application  
matrix), IMPRESS would have  income of  £3.4 million. That is over half a  million  
pounds more than it currently costs to run IPSO for 85  members with over 
2,600 titles. Pursuing the comparison  further, if  IMPRESS had the  membership  
that IPSO currently has, it would have an income of well over £10m, which is 
four times the  total running cost of IPSO.  These  figures show that the  fees 
IMPRESS intends to  charge bear no  proper relationship to the cost  of its 
operations.”  

13.   The PRP Executive does not consider that a potential maximum of £250,000  
raises these issues to the same degree. IMPRESS currently receive £900,000  
a year from  the IPRT  which makes up  almost their whole budget, and if they  
receive applications from very large publishers this may well lead to  an  
increase in IMPRESS  staff  numbers as well as reducing their reliance on  
grants.   

 14.  However, we are unable to make  an  assessment at this stage  of the extent to  
which the proposed  maximum  could possibly deter very large publishers from  
joining IMPRESS. Even under the current fee  scheme, many of the largest 
publishers have indicated  that they have no intention of joining IMPRESS  for 
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reasons unrelated to fees.  IMPRESS will no doubt consider any responses that 
they receive to their consultation from publishers including potential members 
before taking their final decision. 

15. The IMPRESS consultation will close on 15 April 2019 and IMPRESS will not 
have made a final decision by the time of the PRP Board meeting. For the 
avoidance of doubt, the IMPRESS consultation does not therefore alter the 
PRP Executive’s recommendation in relation to criterion 6. 
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Appendix 1 
IMPRESS table of impacts of proposed changes in fee bands 

Old Fee New Fee 
Publisher (based on (based on 
turnover turnover 0.1% of 

bands) turnover) 
Up to £50 £50£50,000 

£75,000 £50 £75 

£100,000 £550 £100 

£250,000 £550 £250 

£500,000 £550 £500 

£750,000 £550 £750 

£1m £1500 £1000 

£2m £1500 £2000 

£3m £7000 £3000 

£4m £7000 £4000 

£5m £7000 £5000 

£6m £15,000 £6000 

£10m £15,000 £10,000 

£15m £30,000 £15,000 

£20m £30,000 £20,000 

£50m £70,000 £50,000 

£100m £70,000 £100,000 

£150m £70,000 £150,000 

£200m £70,000 £200,000 

£250m or 
£70,000 £250,000 more 
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Annex B 

Extract from PRP Executive’s assessment and recommendations on the 
cyclical review in relation to criterion 6 

Criterion 6 

Funding for the system should be settled in agreement between the industry and the 
Board, taking into account the cost of fulfilling the obligations of the regulator and the 
commercial pressures on the industry. There should be an indicative budget which 
the Board certifies is adequate for the purpose. Funding settlements should cover a 
four or five-year period and should be negotiated well in advance. 

Funding to be settled in agreement between the industry and the Board 

The criterion requires that funding for the system “should be settled in agreement 
between the industry and the Board”. In its indicative view on generic issues of 
interpretation of the Charter published in June 2016 the PRP Board stated: 
“In relation to Criterion 6, we do not interpret the provision for funding for the system 
‘being settled in agreement between the industry and the Board’ as requiring positive 
agreement to the funding arrangements with the whole of (or any particular minimum 
threshold of) the news publishing industry. This is because: 
1. The Charter envisages that there can be more than one regulator, 

2. Such a requirement could allow publishers an effective veto over the recognition 
of a regulator when they have no wish to become a member of that (or any 
recognised) regulator; and 

3. Given the sheer scale and diversity of ‘relevant publishers’ it would be 
impracticable to identify or contact all the relevant publishers that could or might 
be affected. 

However, we bear in mind that the regulator has to ‘take into account the … 
commercial pressures on the industry’ and is required by Criterion 23 to ensure that 
‘membership is open to all publishers on fair, reasonable and non-discriminatory 
terms….’ In those circumstances we consider that Criterion 6 does, as a minimum, 
require some form of consultation that the wider industry could respond to if it 
wished. We also consider that Criterion 6 requires the regulator to provide a rationale 
for the decisions taken following the consultation including for example, how the 
regulator will ensure that certain types or sizes of publishers are not precluded from 
joining at a later stage (and therefore excluded from cost protection) because the 
fees do not sufficiently reflect the commercial pressures on the industry. Given that 
Criterion 6 refers to ‘funding for the system’ being agreed and not just the ‘regulatory 
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fees’, we also consider that consultation should be on the whole of the funding 
arrangements, including any proposals to take funding from third parties….”. 

When granting recognition, the PRP Board decided that the financial consultation run 
by IMPRESS in 2016 was sufficient to satisfy this element of the criterion. 

The new agreement with IPRT entered into by IMPRESS carries on funding on 
substantively the same terms as before and from the same source.  In those 
circumstances we do not consider that a further consultation on the funding from 
IPRT was necessary or would have served any useful purpose.  In essence they are 
continuing with their original funding settlement. We also note that IMPRESS 
received no responses from publishers outside of their then current membership to 
their 2016 financial consultation. 

The IMPRESS Board sets its budget annually and consults on this budget and the 
tariff Schedule with members every January.2 

We have considered whether there have been any changes to the IMPRESS Tariff 
Schedule which could potentially impact on compliance this criterion and with 
Criterion 23 and therefore would require a wider consultation. Although IMPRESS 
have made no formal changes to date, during 2018 IMPRESS received feedback 
from several publishers about the steep rise in fees between turnover bands. The 
concern expressed was that a marginal increase in turnover which took a publisher 
into a higher tariff band could result in as much as a seven-fold increase in fees. This 
concern was echoed by one of the publishers that we spoke to who stated that they 
had encountered a problem last year when a small increase in turnover tipped them 
into a new band and would have led to an unaffordable increase in their fee. 

IMPRESS responded at the time this issue was raised by putting in place an interim 
annual tariff schedule which required publishers to pay the lesser of 0.1% of annual 
turnover or the applicable tariff band fee. In January 2019 they consulted their 
members (Annex C5) on a permanent change that fixes tariffs at 0.1% of turnover.  

Such a change could lead to potentially significantly increased fees (which are 
currently set at a maximum of £70,000) if any publisher with a turnover of over £70m 
were to apply to join IMPRESS. Whilst an such an application is currently unlikely, 
we bear in mind that IMPRESS must consider not only the funding pressures on the 
industry but must also, under Criterion 23 ensure that their membership is open to all 
publishers on fair and reasonable terms. 
We therefore asked IMPRESS at the second verification visit why they had limited 
their fee consultation to their membership and had not included the wider publishing 
community. 

2 See the minutes of IMPRESS Board meeting number 31 for approval of the 2018-19 

budget. 
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https://impress.press/page/impress-2016-financial-consultation.html
https://pressrecognitionpanel.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/C.5.-IMPRESS-Participants-Consultation-2019.pdf
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IMPRESS replied by e-mail on 12 February 2019 (Annex C7) as follows: 
“IMPRESS’ articles of association require it to consult with members over its budget 
and any changes to its regulatory scheme under paragraph 10.1. If, as a result of the 
consultation, IMPRESS decides to make any changes to its terms and conditions or 
its regulatory scheme, then IMPRESS will embark on a short public consultation 
about these changes before implementing them.” 
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