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Consultation response

About you 

Surname 

Forename(s) 

Name of the organisation (if applicable) 

Your email address 

Confidentiality 
Where appropriate, the PRP wishes to publish a list of respondents and their responses.
Please indicate below if you do not wish your name and/or response to be published.  

	 Please do not publish my name 

	 Please do not publish my response 

	 Please do not publish part of my response

	 Please specify

Your response to this consultation will help shape our final proposals for conducting  
cyclical and ad hoc reviews of approved regulators.

The consultation will run for eight weeks from Tuesday 16 February 2016 to  
Monday 11 April 2016. You can respond by completing this form and emailing it to 
consultation@pressrecognitionpanel.org.uk or posting it to Susie Uppal, Chief  
Executive, Press Recognition Panel, Mappin House, 4 Winsley Street, London W1W 8HF.

You can also respond over the phone by calling 020 3443 7070.

If you would like to make your submission to us in person, you can arrange a face-to-face 
meeting by calling 020 3443 7070.
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More about you 
The information you provide will assist us in understanding the range of  
responses we receive.

How are you responding? 

As an individual (please indicate)

	 Academic

	 Member of the public

	 Journalist or media employee 

	 Politician

	 Student

	 Other – please specify

If you are responding as an individual it would assist us in complying with our obligations 
under the Public Sector Equality Duty if you could complete the separate diversity 
monitoring form. The completed form will be held confidentially, and will be separated 
from your consultation response. The data will be used for statistical purposes only. 
This is included as a separate form on our website.

For an organisation (please indicate)

	 Academic institution

	 Third sector or campaigning organisation

	 Government 

	 Member organisation/representative body

	 National newspaper/magazine

	 Local/regional newspaper/magazine

	 Digital only publication 

	 Publisher/media owner 

	 Regulator

	 Trade union

	 Other – please specify
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Question 2
Do you agree with our methods for gathering information? 

	 Yes	 No

Please state your reasons

Questions

Question 1
To what extent, if any, should the PRP actively monitor the sector?
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Question 3
Do you agree with our approach to assessing and categorising information?

	 Yes	 No

Please state your reasons

Question 4
Do you agree with our proposed trigger points for undertaking certain actions,  
including ad hoc reviews?   

	 Yes	 No

Please state your reasons

Question 5
Do you agree with our approach to conducting cyclical reviews?

	 Yes	 No

Please state your reasons
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Question 6
Do you agree that it is helpful for regulators to self-assess and for us to publish this  
self-assessment as part of a call for information?

	 Yes	 No

Please state your reasons

Question 7
Do you agree we should publish the fact that an ad hoc review is taking place?

	 Yes	 No

Please state your reasons
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Question 8
Do you agree with our approach to conducting ad hoc reviews?

	 Yes	 No

Please state your reasons

Question 9
Do you agree with our proposal to make informal recommendations following a review? 

	 Yes	 No

Please state your reasons

Question 10
Do you think our proposals will have any negative impacts, including disadvantaging  
any specific groups of people? 

	 Yes	 No

Please state your reasons
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