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The Patent Regulation Board and the Trade Mark Regulation Board 

Agenda 

Thursday 14 July 2022 at 1:30 pm  

Gatehouse Chambers (Gray's Inn, 1 Lady Hale Gate, London WC1X 8BS) 
 

 
 
  

1. Apologies 
 

2. Notification of any conflicts of interest 
 

PART A – NON-CONFIDENTIAL ITEMS 

3. Financial Statements (IPReg Ltd) – 2:00 pm attendance by Richard Hill (Griffin Stone 
Moscrop & Co) 
 

4. Minutes of May 2022 meeting and matters arising 
 

5. Action Log (FG) 
 

6. Progress on Review of Regulatory Arrangements (EL) 
 

7. Other activities (not covered elsewhere): 
 
a. 3 x CEOs (FG) 
b. Regulatory Forum (Chair/SE) 

 
8. Education Working Group Update (VS, CS)  

 

PART B –CONFIDENTIAL ITEMS 

9. Complaints update (SE) 
 

10. Governance and Transparency Working Group – Report on findings and 
recommendations (SP) 
 

11. LSB engagement (FG)  
 
a. Board to Board meeting 1 June (Chair) 
b. Response to LSB – performance management framework report (FG) 
c. LSB Statement of Policy – empowering consumers – gap analysis (FG) 
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d. Sanctions 
• Action plan (FG) – to note 
• Discussion with LSB 1 July (FG) – no paper 
• Meeting with MoJ 25 May (FG) – no paper 

e. All regulators Chairs/CEOs meeting 29 June (AK/FG) 
 

12. Finance update (KD)  
 

13. Risk register (FG) 
 

14. Regulators’ Pioneer Fund (FG) 
 

15. 2023 business plan, budget and practising fees  – RESTRICTED – NOT FOR FULL 
CIRCULATION –  ONLY] 

 
16. Report back from JDP recruitment (VO/ER/JB/SE) 

 
17. Regulatory Statement 

Confirmation that, except where expressly stated, all matters are approved by the 
Patent Regulation Board and the Trade Mark Regulation Board.   

- no paper
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Board Meeting 14 July 2022 

Financial statements for IPReg Limited  

Agenda Item: 3 

Author: Karen Duxbury (karen.duxbury@ipreg.org.uk) 

 

Summary 

1.1 The financial statements for the year ended 31 December 2021 (Annex A).  

1.2 Letter of Representation (Annex B) 

 

Recommendation(s) 

2.1 The Board is asked to: 
 
• Approve the Financial Statements for the year ended 31 December 2021 for signature and 

subsequent filing at Companies House.  
• Approve the letter of representation to be signed.  

 

Risks and mitigations 

Regulatory 
Objective(s) 

The signed Financial Statements will be uploaded to Companies House and the website 
Actual v Budget comparison for 2021 and Reserves will be updated accordingly.  
This will aid transparency and better aid understanding of IPReg’s finances.   

Financial This will provide confirmation of IPReg’s financial position as at 31 December 2021. 
Legal   
Reputational The undertaking of an audit IPReg’s commitment to transparency is clearly identifiable.  
Resources The Chief Finance Officer will continue to deal with financial matters under the 

direction of the CEO and Board.   
 

Update to year end 31 December 2021 figures 

3.1  The figures for the year ended 31 December 2021 presented to Board in March, included a full 
provision against the recoverability of an outstanding costs award balance of £9,391. A further £6,000 
was recovered and reported at the May Board meeting and the Board were advised that an 
adjustment to write back £6,000 of the provision had been made to the figures.  

3.2  Subsequently, the remaining balance of £3,391 was received and the costs award has now been fully 
recovered. A further adjustment to write back the provision to zero has been made to the figures.  

3.3  Both write backs have increased the operating surplus from £35,771 (as reported in March) to £45,162 
(before the transfer of £11,718 to the Compensation Fund Reserve) and Reserves will correspondingly 
be increased by £9,391.  





Registered number: 06624948

THE INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY REGULATION BOARD LIMITED

(A company limited by guarantee)

DIRECTORS' REPORT AND FINANCIAL STATEMENTS

FOR THE YEAR ENDED 31 DECEMBER 2021

REDACTED IN FULL - FOR LATER PUBLICATION ON WEBSITE
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Board Meeting 14 July 2022 

Review of regulatory arrangements – response to consultation  

Agenda Item: 6 

Author: Emily Lyn, Head of Regulatory Review (emily.lyn@ipreg.org.uk) 

Summary 

1. The proposed response to the consultation (see Annex A) sets out our full analysis of the consultation 
responses and next steps. The content reflects discussion at the May Board meeting and our subsequent 
discussions with Kingsley Napley. Subject to the Board’s views this document will be published on our 
website and all respondents to the consultation will be notified. We propose to publish an updated 
version of our Impact Assessment (see tracked version at Annex B), which takes into account the 
feedback received in consultation, and any policy changes we have made as a result.  
 

2. This paper also provides an update on the proposed next steps in relation to stakeholder engagement 
and the application to the LSB. We have provided the current draft of the amended regulatory 
arrangements (Annex C) which we plan to submit to the LSB for approval subject to a final decision from 
the Board in September and the advice received from Kingsley Napley in relation to the application of 
the Overarching Principles to the private lives of attorneys (Annex D). This advice has been incorporated 
into the response to consultation.   
 
 

Recommendation(s) 

3. The Board is asked to agree that we publish the response to consultation provided at Annex A and 
updated Impact Assessment at Annex B.  
 

4. The Board is asked to agree that we return in September with a draft application to the LSB containing 
the proposed amendments to our regulatory arrangements and key pieces of draft guidance 

 

Risks and mitigations 

Financial We previously agreed a fixed fee for Kingsley Napley to make the final alterations to the 
draft regulatory arrangements as a result of the consultation responses (£5,500 plus 
VAT). At this point we are of the view that a final review by Kingsley Napley of the LSB 
application in its entirety (including draft guidance) will be desirable before we submit 
the application to the LSB. This is to make sure it is coherent and consistent throughout 
and add weight to the application given the experience Kingsley Napley have in this 
area. We have not yet agreed a fee for this additional piece of work but will seek to 
agree a fixed price.   
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Regulatory 
Objectives 
 

The overall aims of the review balance all of the regulatory objectives and in particular:  
• Protecting and promoting the public interest - by ensuring adequate standards 

are in place for all regulated persons 
• Promoting competition in the provision of services - by removing unnecessary 

barriers to competition and enabling new business models 
• Protecting and promoting the interest of consumers - by providing an 

appropriate level of consumer protection and ensuring that consumer needs 
can be serviced by a suitably diverse market of legal services providers.  

All of our proposals have been assessed against the regulatory objectives at 
consultation stage and again through the updated Impact Assessment.  
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Response to consultation and updated impact assessment  

5. The response to consultation document provides our analysis of the responses to the consultation which 
closed in March 2022 and an explanation of how we intend to respond. It is set up in a similar format to 
the consultation document, pointing stakeholders to the key policy areas and questions asked in the 
consultation. We have also provided a table which includes additional technical points to which we 
consider we should respond. In addition, we have made clear that there are a small number of minor 
changes in response to drafting errors.  
 

6. We recommend to the Board that at this point we do not publish the amended regulatory arrangements. 
This is due to the possibility that we may make some final amendments as a result of the stakeholder 
roundtable on 27 July and having multiple versions in the public domain may lead to confusion. We will 
publish the tracked change version in September at the point at which we submit the application to the 
LSB. We consider that the response to consultation together with the updated Impact Assessment will 
provide stakeholders with sufficient information at this stage. We also propose to publish details of any 
changes that we make after the application is submitted so that we are transparent about any changes 
that are made as a result of discussions with the LSB.  

 
7. Key areas where we are making changes in response to the feedback we have received include:  

 
a. Overarching Principles (‘the Principles’): Following the Board discussion in May, we have worked 

with Kingsley Napley to clarify the circumstances in which the Principles may apply outside 
practice and to amend the wording of Principle 6 regarding equality, diversity and inclusion. A 
note of the legal position in relation to private life is provided at Annex D and the proposed 
amendments to the regulatory arrangements are marked up in tracked changes at Annex C. 
 

b. Amendments to the transparency requirements to clarify that we do not expect detailed 
financial accounts of any financial benefits to be provided to clients and deletion of the 
reference to “disguised disbursements” as an example of hidden charges as it was unclear what 
this meant when we had already included “foreign exchange uplifts” and “commissions”. 

 
c. Amendments to the client money requirements to make clearer how they will apply in practice 

including a slight change to the definition of client money to make clear that advance payments 
for costs received where the terms have been agreed will not be considered client money. We 
have also clarified that monies held in a Third Party Managed Account (TPMA) are not client 
money and corrected a drafting error in relation to residual balances.  
 

d. Amended the definition of client to include former and prospective clients where the context 
permits, this was raised by respondents specifically in relation to conflicts of interest.  
 

e. Addressing feedback from in-house attorneys by making clear in the introduction to the Code of 
Conduct that not all provisions will apply and are dependent on the context in which you are 
working 

 
f. Introduction of a  transitional period of 18-24 months for the new CPD approach to allow 

attorneys and regulated firms time to adapt.  
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g. Altered the requirement for all material risks to be identified, monitored and managed so that is 

refers to “material risks” rather than “all material risks.” 
 

h. Drafting amendments to the complaints requirements in the Code of Conduct to simplify and 
remove unnecessary references to an ADR scheme.  

 
8. As the Board agreed in May, we not be making any changes to our litigation skills requirements at this 

time. Further work is needed including consultation with qualification providers as part of the education 
work programme. We also set out in the response to consultation our proposal to introduce diversity 
monitoring over a longer time frame and following further consultation.  
 

9. On the matter of further consultation on the final form of the regulatory arrangements (as raised by CIPA 
and CITMA), we set out the Board’s view that further consultation is unnecessary due to the nature of 
the changes we have made in response to the consultation and the amount of consultation already 
completed.  
 

10. We have also updated our Impact Assessment to reflect the feedback we have received in relation to 
potential impacts (see tracked changes in the version at Annex B). We propose to publish a clean version 
of the updated Impact Assessment alongside the response to consultation to provide additional 
information in regard to our decision making. The updated Impact Assessment has been reviewed by our 
external equality, diversity and inclusion expert and reflects the feedback provided. Overall, she was 
extremely positive about the work we have done on the Impact Assessment which will go on to form an 
important part of the LSB application.  
 

Recommendation: The Board is asked to agree that we publish the response to consultation provided at 
Annex A and updated Impact Assessment at Annex B.  

 

Stakeholder engagement  

11. We are organising a virtual roundtable with a number of key stakeholders on 27 July. Attendees will 
include representatives from CIPA, CITMA (including representatives of small firms and sole traders 
specifically), IP Practice Directors Group, IP Inclusive, Consumer Panel and IP Federation. The event will 
be chaired by Alan Kershaw and attended by Emma Reeve.   
 

12. The event will be an opportunity hear more about how we are responding to the consultation and for 
discussion. For transparency purposes we will ensure the response document is published in advance so 
that all stakeholders have access to the information not only those attending the roundtable. We will 
state in the response document and any associated communications that we welcome discussions in 
relation to our plans from all those interested.  

 
13. We will update the Board on this discussion at the September meeting.  
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LSB application 

14. We met with the LSB on 22 June to discuss our proposed approach to the rule change application and 
provide an update on timetable following consultation. It was a positive discussion and we agreed 
broadly on the approach we might take to an application of this type.  
 

15. We are now beginning work on the application which will draw from both the response to consultation 
and updated Impact Assessment. The LSB application itself will be a significant document and will need 
to include key pieces of guidance as supporting information. We expect this to include draft guidance on 
client money, transparency requirements, CPD, PII sandbox, IPReg decision making and sanctions, and 
our publication policy. Drafts of all guidance are currently in development and will be informed by the 
roundtable discussion.  

Recommendation: The Board is asked to agree that we return in September with a draft application to the 
LSB containing the proposed amendments to our regulatory arrangements and key pieces of draft guidance 

 

Next steps 

16. If the Board agrees, we will publish the response to consultation and updated Impact Assessment as 
soon as possible after the Board meeting and before the roundtable event on 27 July.  
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Board Meeting 14 July 2022 

Information Paper: Education Working Group Update  

Agenda Item: 8 

Lead Board Member: Caroline Seddon, Chair of Education Working Group 

Author: Victoria Swan, Director of Policy (victoria.swan@ipreg.org.uk)  

1.  Summary 

1.1  Emerging education concerns informed the decision made by the April 2019 meeting of the 
IPReg Board to establish a dedicated group to help tackle these issues. The Education Working 
Group (EWG) is a working group of IPReg Board members who consider and make 
recommendations to the IPReg Board on the following: 

• ensuring appropriate standards for entry on the register(s); 
• ensuring an effective means of quality assurance of existing qualification providers; 
• overseeing the accreditation and re-accreditation processes for each accredited 

qualification agency; 
• monitoring of accredited qualification agencies to ensure accreditation standards 

continue to be met; 
• encouraging more qualification course options to provide competition on cost, 

content, delivery methods and geographic location. 

The EWG reports to the IPReg Board, it does not have delegated authority of its own.    

1.2 The EWG is chaired by Caroline Seddon, and its members are Lord Smith, Alan Kershaw, Emma 
Reeve and Nigel Robinson, with executive attendance of Victoria Swan and Shelley Edwards.  

1.3  This paper seeks to provide an overview of the activities and outputs of the Education Group 
since those reported in the paper brought to the 2 November 2021 meeting of the Board.  

2.  Recommendation(s) 

2.1  The Board is asked to note this paper. 

2.2 The Board is welcome to provide comment on the:  

• QMUL response to the IPReg Accreditation Assessment (item 5/Annex); and  
• European Qualifying Examinations – proposed changes (item 6) 

to help inform the Education Working Group’s consideration of both items at its next1 
meeting.  

 
1 To be held remotely before summer-end.  
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5.5 At IPReg’s request, in March 2023, the independent assessors will undertake a formal review 
of the fulfilment by QMUL of the Mandatory Requirements and Recommendations. This review 
will be at QMUL’s expense. Upon IPReg being provided with confidence that the Mandatory 
Requirements and Recommendations have been implemented, the standard 5 year 
accreditation timeframe can be confirmed. Should such confidence not be provided, IPReg has 
been clear in its correspondence with QMUL that it reserves the right to truncate the 
accreditation timeframe.  

6. European Qualifying Examinations – proposed changes  

6.1 The IPReg Accreditation Handbook sets out the standards which must be met by an IPReg-
accredited qualification pathway course or examination. There are two levels of academic 
qualifications7: the Foundation Level Qualifications (courses offered by the universities of 
Bournemouth, Brunel, Queen Mary London and examinations offered by the Patent 
Examination Board [PEB]) and the Advanced Level Qualifications (for the patent attorney 
route, examinations provided by the PEB and for the trade mark attorney route, the course 
provided by Nottingham Trent University).   

6.2 As at Schedule 3 of the Examination and Admission of Individuals to the Register Rules there 
are a number of specified qualifications which provide an element of exemption, or deemed 
pass, from the IPReg-accredited qualifications. The European Qualifying Examinations (EQEs), 
as set by the European Patent Institute (EPI), are listed in that Schedule. The four EQEs seek to 
test the knowledge and aptitude of an individual to appear before the European Patent Office 
(EPO): 

• Paper A: drafting, tests the candidate’s ability to draft claims and the introductory part 
of a European patent application; 

• Paper B: assess and reply to office action/opposition, amendment, requires candidates 
to prepare a reply to an official letter in which prior art has been cited; 

• Paper C: opposition, involves drafting a notice of opposition to a European patent; 
• Paper D (2 parts): legal advice to a client, assesses candidates’ ability to answer legal 

questions and to draft legal assessments. 

6.3 Historically, the PEB recognised the passing of EQE papers A and B as providing (respective) 
exemption to the PEB’s Final Diploma Examination FD2 ‘Drafting of Specifications’ and FD3 
‘Amendment of Specifications’ Papers. The exemptions were also afforded where an individual 
passed the EQE as a whole. IPReg has continued to recognise their equivalence, via successful 
completion of the entire EQE, or a pass in the individual respective paper. The exemption does 
not extend to a compensable fail in relation to a single paper:- if an individual has a 
compensable fail in EQE papers A or B they would need to re-sit and successfully pass the 
relevant single paper, or pass the EQE as a whole before they could apply for registration with 
IPReg.  

6.4 The EQEs were physically delivered until pandemic social distancing provisions meant they did 
not take place in 2020, and as of 2021 they are being virtually administered. This digitalisation 
of the EQE has been a catalyst for an ambitious project which would see the EQEs change 

 
7 Entry on to the register also requires substantial experience of either two years supervised experience or four 
years unsupervised.  
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• Online  - provides opportunities for broader examination formats such as: true/false, 
multiple choice, drag-drop, provide the legal basis, give a date, give amount of a fee, 
open questions (with maximum number of words to prevent a cut and paste of a large 
section of Regulations) 

• Advantages of new format: lower predictability of the structure of an individual paper 
and greater variety of tasks compensates for the limited time per task and more 
scenarios/issues can be tested in new examination format.   

6.8 The next meeting of the EWG will look to determine a forward pathway, likely to include an 
IPReg consultation on exemptions, if any, to apply to the attorney qualifying examinations as a 
result of EQE passes. Consultation (and/or other) to follow announcement, expected later this 
year, of final EQE concept.     

7. Patent Examination Board – Online examinations 

7.1 Hybrid approach to examinations oversight: the PEB advised the EWG on 7 June 2022 of the 
proposed approach to the October 2022 patent examinations, whereby the Foundation 
Certificate (FC) Examinations would continue to be invigilated using proctoring software, the 
Final Diploma [FD] examinations would be invigilated via Zoom by PEB trained Invigilators. This 
proposed differentiation of approach is “based on the nature and content of the two sets of 
examinations and not primarily on cost grounds (although cost was also considered).  

 FC [sic] examinations rely on knowledge recall and are, arguably, more susceptible to 
malpractice, if a candidate can access a textbook or online resource during an examination. For 
this reason, the  PEB Governance Board decided that invigilation by proctoring should be 
retained for Foundation examinations, so candidates could be monitored closely.  

 However, because the FD [sic] examinations assess the application of knowledge and a 
candidate’s analysis of an issue, they are not as susceptible to malpractice as [sic] FCs. For this 
reason, the PEB Governance Board decided that candidates should be invigilated via Zoom by 
PEB trained Invigilators and proctoring software will not be used for FD invigilation”.     

7.2 Locations of examinations:  “Running examinations wholly in offices was discounted because 
not all firms are able to offer this facility; also, candidates may have to travel considerable 
distances in order to sit their examinations which may be costly and stressful on them. 

 On that basis, the PEB Governance Board decided that online PEB examinations sat mainly at 
home (or other suitable private address) by candidates should continue in 2022 (with an 
option to sit in offices if candidates made suitable arrangements with their employees).”   

7.3 The EWG endorsed the proposed approach to the October 2022 PEB examinations.   

7.4 Please note, as agreed with the PEB, it has earlier this month, made an application for IPReg 
reaccreditation of the Final Diploma examinations.  



 
 
 

1. Mandatory requirement 1: all documentation to be corrected to reflect that Trade 
Mark Law and Practice is a postgraduate certificate.  
 
The  documentation has been modified to reflect the nature of the programme (Level 
7). 

 
2. Recommendation 1: that CCLS organisational charts be made easily accessible to 

all relevant stakeholders in particular programme level staff and students.  
 
Organisational charts will be made available via the programme website and in the 
programme documentation.   

 
3. Mandatory requirement 3: all documentation to be corrected to indicate correct 

credit values. 
 
The Certificate in IP programme has been changed to an 80 credit programme in 
accordance with IPReg requirements. The changes have been approved and all 
relevant documentation has been updated.  
 

4. Mandatory requirement 4: notional learning hours need to be corrected across all 
documents for consistency. 
 
The Certificate in TM module forms have been corrected accordingly showing 600 
notional learning hours only. 

 
5. Mandatory requirement 5: Credits need to be corrected in IPLM 204, if this is the 

same module as IPLC 132, for consistency. The 10 credits required by IPReg must 
remain unaltered.  
 
IPLM204 (MSc) is different from IPLC132 (Certificate in IP). The two modules will not 
be co-taught from 2022/23. IPReg content is fully covered in IPLM204 and the credits 
required by IPReg (10) remain unaltered.  
 

6. Mandatory requirement 6: content identified above in respect of IPLM201 and 
IPLM202 to be added to the syllabus 
 
Unfair competition law and the law of passing off have been added to the syllabus 
for clarification. Relevant topics as required by IPReg had always been covered. 
 

7. Mandatory requirement 7: the programmes specification must reflect the requirements of 
IPReg Accreditation Standards paras 31.b) and 47. 
 
The requirements (paras. 31 b) and 47) are met. Accordingly, a student who successfully 
completes the modules which satisfy IPReg requirements on the MSc will be awarded a 
Certificate in IP as an exit award if failing to pass the MSc.  The wording in the programme 



specification has been changed to clarify  that position as was agreed during the meeting 
with the assessors, and this will be clearly indicated on the programme website as well. 
Changes to the website are in progress and will be finalised by end of June 2022. 

 
8. Mandatory requirement 8: now that the online course has bedded down each 

module convenor calculates the actual amount of notional learning hours (pre-
reading, asynchronous lectures and synchronous lectures, MCQs, revision time and 
exam time etc) that is being set/expected of the students and carries out a pruning 
exercise of extraneous content (without compromising the IPReg requirements). 
That the amount of notional learning hours (workload) is made clear to all 
stakeholders including students and their employers. 
 
The website will be updated to reflect workload. All module convenors have conducted a 
pruning exercise as requested. Notional learning hours will be indicated in the module 
descriptions . 

 
9. Recommendation 2: QMUL, and ideally other examination agencies, should liaise with 

Nottingham team to identify gaps that are evident to Nottingham when students arrive 
and adjust trade mark certificate course accordingly. 
 
Nottingham have been contacted and a meeting with the Certificate Porgramme 
Director will be set up in due course. 
  

10. Mandatory requirement 9: QMUL to clearly state in the programmes specifications 
whether a course is full time or part time and the teaching methodology being 
used face to face/blended/online etc. 
 
All modules will be taught face to face only from 2022/23. Part time study 
opportunities are explained on the programme website.  
  

11. Mandatory requirement 10: confirmation that the learning experience of students 
learning online will continue to be equitable with studying face to face, with 
equivalent opportunities for engagement with the tutor. 
 
As mentioned, all modules will be taught face to face.  
 

12. Recommendation 3: CCLS team consider additional learning sessions for students 
eg who have no work experience and or are not currently employed in the 
profession to help ease them into the subject matter. 
 
We will be organising sessions for students who have no background in IP law. These 
will serve as an introduction to basic practical legal methodology.    

 
13. Mandatory requirement 12: CCLS team to consider offering formative assessments with 

individual student written feedback (in addition to current MCQs) in each module. QMUL 
should be resourced sufficiently to provide formative assessment.  
 



Formative assessment sessions will be offered from 2022/23 and will be conducted by 
qualified teaching assistants under close supervision of the module convenor and the 
programme directors. Approval for employment contracts is currently underway.  
 

14. Recommendation 4: CCLS to consider introducing activities/exercises to encourage 
students studying online to get to know each other at the beginning of each programme, 
extending the use of breakout rooms, delivering small group sessions of less than 10-15 
students and setting up online study groups for students. 
 
As mentioned, all modules will be taught face to face.  
 

15. Recommendation 5: guidelines for consistent, systematic training and review of tutors 
(including external tutors) and teaching assistants and use of teaching assistants across all 
modules should be developed.  
 
Teaching assistants are to receive initial training sessions. These will include specific 
guidance on content to be covered as well as an introduction to diverse forms of 
teaching activities, such as answering essay and problem style questions. Module 
convenors are responsible for providing guidance as regards questions and for 
selecting content, particularly from case law. we will also produce a guidance 
document for tutors.  Teaching assistants will be used on all IPReg accredited 
modules and across all three programmes.  They also have the opportunity to attend 
a one year training course so as to gain a HEI teaching qualification at college level. .      
 

16. Mandatory requirement 14: review of assessment strategy to include introduction 
of assessment criteria and marking schemes for each module.  
Mandatory requirement 15: review the number of external examiners and review 
roles to include input from external examiners into any module/programme review 
as the assessment is integrally linked to learning outcomes.  
Mandatory requirement 16: review of process by which external examiners 
comments are responded to so that there is a consistent and adequate response. 
 
Assessment criteria and marking schemes including points of answers will be made 
available to external examiners. External examiners will be involved into any 
programme review in future. Comments by external examiners will be summarised 
and communicated, where appropriated, to programme directors and to module 
convenors, and will be discussed by the programme management group which will 
report to the CCLS Education Committee for any necessary implementation.      
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Board Meeting 14 July 2022 

Information paper: Complaints update 

Agenda Item: 9 

Author: Shelley Edwards, Head of Registration (shelley.edwards@ipreg.org.uk), Mark Barnett, Assurance 
Officer (mark.barnett@ipreg.org.uk).   

Summary 

1. This paper stands as an update on complaints received and processed by IPReg. 

Risks and mitigations 

Regulatory 
Objective(s) 

• Protecting and promoting the interests of consumers 
• Increasing public understanding of the citizen’s legal rights and duties 
• Promoting and maintaining adherence to the professional principles 

- Complaints handling and disciplinary action against regulated persons is designed to 
protect the public and uphold public confidence in the professions and in the provision 
of intellectual property legal services by regulated persons. 
Information given to complainants ie generally consumers of IP legal services, on 
receipt of a complaint, informs them of their rights (and obligations) when something 
has gone wrong. 
- Investigating alleged breach(es) of the Rules of Conduct (or any of our regulatory 
arrangements) may lead to a written finding of no misconduct and explanation given to 
both the complainant and the subject individual or firm, thereby increasing the public’s 
knowledge and understanding of what legal regulation is and how it works, and 
promoting adherence to the professional principles to regulated person (more so if 
ethical advice is also given). 
- Investigations leading to disciplinary action against a regulated person(s) will lead to a 
published decision which, in the case of a finding of breach and sanction, will protect 
the public and also act as a deterrent to the professions.  Or where no breach is found, 
there will be transparency and clarity on what level of professional standards is 
regarded as reasonable and acceptable. 

Financial None.  Existing resources are dedicated to the oversight and administration of 
complaints received. 

Legal  

 
 

   
Reputational In common with all regulatory bodies, we can expect that complainants who are 

disappointed with the outcome of their regulatory complaint may make a corporate 
complaint about IPReg’s decision or processes.  This reputational risk will be mitigated 
by the Corporate Complaint policy and procedure which is currently being developed.  
This will be published on the website and followed where applicable.   
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Resources Whilst the overall number of complaints received about regulated persons is low (an 
average of around 7 complaints every year since 2010), the complaints that have been 
investigated and taken forward to CRC (and beyond) have been resource-intensive.  The 
development and refinement of internal procedures, as well as the additional capacity 
to investigate and process cases in-house should assist.  The need for external legal 
support should also be reduced due to increased internal capacity.  

 

Recommendations 

2. The Board is asked to note this paper. 

Investigation Stages 

Under Investigation 

Information has been received which is being investigated under Rule 5 Disciplinary Procedure Rules (“DPR”) 
to determine whether it amounts to a Complaint.  If it does not amount to a Complaint1, the case will be 
closed.  If it does amount to a Complaint, it moves to the Complaint Initiated stage. 

Complaint Initiated 

Information has been received which suggests a breach of IPReg’s regulatory arrangements under Rule 5.3 
DPR.  Further investigation and liaison with parties may be required at this stage, including obtaining brief 
and concise observations on the complaint from the respondent. 

CRC 

Case has been referred to or is being dealt with by the Complaints Review Committee under Rule 8 DPR.  A 
case at this stage may be adjourned for further investigation, closed, dealt with summarily or referred to the 
JDP. 

JDP 

Case has been referred to or is being dealt with by the Joint Disciplinary Panel / Disciplinary Board. under 
Rule 9.10 DPR. 

Appeal 

The Disciplinary Board has made a decision following a disciplinary hearing, and this is under appeal or notice 
has been given that an appeal will be lodged under Rule 20 DPR. 

Cases by numbers 

Category Number Notes  
Complaints received in 
last month (since last 
meeting) 

1  

 
1 For example, because information provided does not support an allegation of a breach of any of IPReg’s regulatory 
arrangements, no evidence has been provided to support any allegations made, allegations have been made 
prematurely (e.g. the firm’s complaints procedure has not been exhausted), the matter is not within IPReg’s jurisdiction 
(more appropriate to be dealt with by police, LeO, other regulator or organisation)  etc 
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Total open cases 
 

6 Under investigation =  
Complaint initiated =  
CRC stage =  
JDP stage =  
Appeal stage =  

Complaints closed in last 
month (since last 
meeting) 

2  

 

Open cases  

Case ref Stage and Status 
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Closed cases in last month (since last meeting) 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
   

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 

Recommendation 

The Board is asked to note this information paper. 
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Board Meeting 14th July 2022 
 
Title: Governance and Transparency Working Group (GTG) Report 
 
Agenda Item: 10 
 
Author: Samantha Peters, IPReg Lay Board Member  
 
Summary 
 
1. The IPReg Governance and Transparency Working Group was set up in January 2022 to 

look at governance and transparency within the organisation. The group was formed to 
identify potential areas of improvement in the light of IPReg’s performance in the Well-
Led dimension of the Legal Services Board’s (LSB) 2021 Performance Assessment.  
 

2. There were two outcomes in the LSB Performance Assessment of particular importance 
for this work. 
• Well Led 1 ‘The Board/Council holds the executive to account for the regulator’s 

performance to ensure that it operates effectively and efficiently and in a way which 
is compatible with the regulatory objectives.’ 

• Well Led 3: ‘The regulator is transparent about its own: decision-making; regulatory 
approach; the risks it and its regulated community faces and how these are being 
mitigated; performance; regulated community and related markets; financial costs.’  

 
3. The Working Group’s remit included a consideration of the following:  

• all relevant aspects of the governance arrangements at IPReg, taking into account the 
LSB’s recent Performance Assessment in relation to the Well-Led outcomes. 

• all relevant aspects of the transparency arrangements at IPReg, taking into account 
the LSB’s recent Performance Assessment in relation to the Well-Led outcomes. 

• the arrangements for the ongoing review of board effectiveness of the IPReg Board. 
• wider good practice developments in relation to governance and transparency, which 

it may be helpful and proportionate to adopt and make relevant recommendations to 
the Board. 

 
4. This paper provides a report on the activities and outputs of the Working Group. Its 

members are Victor Olowe, Samantha Peters, and Emma Reeve. Its meetings are also 
attended by Fran Gillon, Chief Executive and Shelley Edwards, Head of Registration. The 
group has met monthly since it was formed in January 2022, with its last meeting taking 
place on June 23rd 2022. 

 
Working Group Progress and Approach 
 
5. The process the Working Group followed in order to assess IPReg’s current practice and 

develop its recommendations is set out below:  
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5.1. Firstly, the group assessed IPReg against a variety of governance codes. Four Codes 
were used: The UK Corporate Governance Code, the Financial Reporting Council Board 
Effectiveness Guidance, the UK Charity Governance Code, and the UK Sports Council 
Governance Code. This exercise informed the Working Group’s understanding of current 
good practice.  

5.2. Secondly, the group compared IPReg to other legal services regulators. A 
benchmarking exercise was undertaken, comparing IPREG mechanisms for governance 
and transparency to those of other regulators in the sector. There were two elements to 
this comparison. A consideration of other regulator’s publicly available governance 
documents, and a consideration of other regulator’s board papers. This exercise informed 
the Working Group’s understanding of practice within the sector itself.  

5.3. Thirdly, the group studied LSB Reviews of other regulators governance arrangements 
and mined their responses for additional insight. This exercise informed the Working 
Group’s understanding of potential governance problems and solutions within the sector. 

 
6. A report of the Working Group’s findings is set out in Annex 1. The general overarching 

conclusions are that:  
• the effectiveness and transparency of governance policies and procedures could be 

enhanced.  
• increasing clarity concerning the Board’s role, as well as expanding and enhancing its 

systems and processes for scrutinising and developing itself, would be helpful.  
• a consideration of how Board meetings are arranged, to ensure that the Board has the 

information and support it needs for effective decision-making, would be timely. Such 
a review would also support the Board to be transparent about the process and 
rationale for any decisions it makes.  

• there is an opportunity to enhance the effectiveness and transparency of IPReg’s 
strategic planning and performance management.  

• a consideration of IPReg’s transparency when engaging and communicating with 
relevant stakeholders, would also be valuable at this time. 

 
Underpinning all this, an open and reflective approach, particularly in respect of the 
Board’s appraisal and development of its own effectiveness, and the creation of time and 
space to learn from such evaluations, would be highly beneficial for the long-term health 
of the organisation.  

 
7. A Governance Action Plan, comprising 19 specific recommendations, is set out in Annex 2 

(page 31). Each action was allocated a priority level and timeline to aid delivery (see Table 
1) . 

 
      Table 1: Categorisation of Recommendations 

Priority Level  Definition  
Priority 1 – Short-term 
Recommendations 

Immediate action within 0 to 6 months to tackle key issues, some of which 
are specifically highlighted in the LSB performance assessment.  
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Priority 2 – Medium-term 
Recommendations  

Timely action is necessary within 6 to 12 months to tackle wider issues to 
improve governance and transparency arrangements. 

Priority 3 – Longer-term 
Recommendations 

Improvement action is appropriate within 12 to 18 months to enhance and 
embed stronger governance arrangements. 

 
8. The 19 recommendations are listed below: 

 
8.1. Short-term Recommendations - Six actions are deemed the highest priority timeline, 

for delivery within the next six months. These are:  
• Recommendation 1: Review the items considered at Board meetings to ensure 

Agendas meet IPReg’s current and future strategic and regulatory objectives.  
• Recommendation 2: Review the template for Board Meeting papers to ensure 

that these meet IPReg’s current and future strategic and regulatory objectives. 
• Recommendation 3: Expand Board minutes to provide detailed reasoning for 

Board decisions. 
• Recommendation 13: Publish the Governance Action plan with Board papers, and 

report on progress in subsequent Annual Reports and Board meetings 
• Recommendation 14: Publish a Publication Policy setting out what IPReg will 

publish or make available to the public. 
• Recommendation 19: Review the Board’s approach to risk and set out its policy 

and procedures for managing risk in writing. 
 

8.2. Medium-term Recommendations - Seven actions are deemed more medium-term 
priorities for delivery within the next six to 12 months. These are  

• Recommendation 4: Revise the format for the next Strategic Plan to ensure IPReg 
has strategically articulated objectives, clearly aligned with the LSA 2007, with 
related performance indicators and measurements.  

• Recommendation 6: Develop a cycle of Board Reflection Events which support a 
culture of reflective practice at this level.  

• Recommendation 7: Review Rules of Procedure and Terms of Reference (ToR) for 
the Board and all its working groups and publish these in the Governance 
Handbook. 

• Recommendation 8: Set out procedures for annual internal individual Board 
member and Chair appraisals in writing in the Governance Handbook.  

• Recommendation 15: Review our use of external expertise in the light of the 
regulatory arrangements review and consider the potential benefits of using such 
a system more widely. 

• Recommendation 17: Review the scope of the Annual Report, with a view to 
providing enhanced transparency about how IPReg operates. 

• Recommendation 18: Review arrangements for action plans, performance 
indicators and published policies concerning Equality, Diversity, and Inclusion 
(EDI). 
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8.3. Longer-term Recommendations:  Six actions are considered slightly lower priority in 
terms of timing, for delivery within the next 12 to 18 months. These are:  

• Recommendation 5: Produce an annual Work Plan/Business Plan, setting out 
IPReg’s objectives and performance indicators for the year, and introduce 
quarterly reports on this at Board Meetings. 

• Recommendation 9: Put in place a process of independent external Board 
evaluation and set out procedures for this in writing in the Governance Handbook. 

• Recommendation 10: Set out IPReg’s policy for the recruitment and 
reappointment of Board members in writing in the Governance Handbook. 

• Recommendation 11: Produce a separate written procedure for Handling 
Complaints or Concerns about Members of the Board.   

• Recommendation 12: Consolidate all governance policies and procedures into a 
single Governance Handbook and publish this on the website.  

• Recommendation 16: Develop a written stakeholder engagement strategy setting 
out how stakeholders’ views are obtained and considered by IPReg.   

 
It should be noted that these final priorities are not lesser in terms of their importance, 
but rather actions which might be best scheduled in once other actions are completed.  

 
Recommendation(s) 
9. The Board is asked to 
9.1. NOTE the overarching conclusions set out above in section 6. 
9.2. NOTE the draft GTG Report (Annex 1 (page 6)) and give feedback on any aspects within 

it where the Board would like further information provided or additional  investigation 
undertaken.  

9.3. ADOPT the attached Governance Action Plan (Annex 2 (page 31)). 
9.4. APPROVE and/or give feedback on:  
 The 19 proposed recommendations set out in the Governance Action Plan, including 

any additions or amendments the Board wishes to make. The recommendations are 
listed above in section 8 for ease of reference. 

 The timeline and priority for each action and any changes or adjustments the Board 
wishes to make.  

9.5. NOTE the notes of the Working Group meeting of 23rd June 2022 (Annex 3 (page 34)).  
 
Next Steps  
10. Subject to these discussions, the GTG will reconvene to: 

• Complete any agreed actions. 
• Update the Governance Action Plan or Report accordingly. 
• Finalise these for circulation or publication as required by the Board.  
 

Risks and mitigations 
Regulatory 
Objective(s) 

Good governance enables the Board to discharge its objectives effectively and 
transparently. Therefore, any improvements to IPReg’s governance identified by this 
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work should support the Board’s ability to deliver its regulatory objectives in a manner 
which is open, transparent, and accountable.  

Strategic 
objective(s) 

This Working Group is not included in the current strategic objectives or 2021/22 
business plan. However, the action plan it produces will need to be incorporated in 
plans for both this year and future years, in keeping with recommended timelines.  

Financial The financial implications of this work concern the cost of Working Group meetings, 
which can be accommodated within the current budget. However, it is envisaged that 
there will be costs associated with the proposed work plan.  

Legal  
 

 
 

  
Reputational Boards which make decisions ineffectively, or in ways that lack transparency, expose 

their organisations to reputational risk. This work should assist IPReg with assurance 
that it is not exposing itself to such risks.  

Resources The creation of this Working Group is an addition to the current year’s work plans. The 
main resources currently being expended on it are staff time, and meeting costs. The 
need for external support may be sought should internal capacity requires it, however 
at this stage the group is utilising the time and expertise of working group members to 
avoid the need for this. The current progress is being made possible because Board 
members have taken on bulk of the work. 
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its scrutiny of organisational performance. It will also 
enhance the Board’s ability to hold the executive to account.  

assist the Board in reflecting on its own practice. Learning from these reflections should be 
fed into future development of strategies, policies, and procedures where appropriate.  It 
is suggested that the first one of these Board only events should be before the November 
2022 strategy meeting.  Ongoing horizon scanning should be built into this  reflection 
process. 

7. Review Rules of Procedure and Terms 
of Reference (ToR) for the Board and 
all its working groups and publish 
these in the Governance Handbook. 

Priority 2  
Medium Term 
Actions 
(6 -12 months) 

This action is intended to provide clarity regarding the 
Board’s role, conduct and behaviour. Ensuring all Committee 
ToR are up to date (and easily available) will aid transparency 
in IPReg’s governance arrangements. This action should 
support the delivery of LSB Well Led 3:  

It is recognised that our role emanates from the Delegation Agreement (with CITMA and 
CIPA). Additional governance documents are produced in keeping with this. It is suggested 
that IPReg periodically reviews these and publishes them in one easily accessible 
Governance Handbook. It is suggested that, as part of this review, all ToR’s are also checked 
for consistency with the Delegation Agreement.  

8. Set out procedures for annual internal 
individual Board member and Chair 
appraisals in writing in the Governance 
Handbook.  

Priority 2 
Medium Term 
Actions 
(6-12 months) 

This action is intended to support and develop the Board . 
Appraisal helps the Board to pinpoint good practice as well 
as identify areas for improvement. As an ongoing process, it 
helps Boards to maintain their effectiveness.  

See below. 

9. Put in place a process of independent 
external Board evaluation, and set out 
procedures for this in writing in the 
Governance Handbook 
 
 

Priority 3 
Longer Term 
Actions 
(12-18 months 
(triennial external 
evaluation) 
 

This action is intended to support and develop the Board. 
External evaluation will help the Board pinpoint good 
practice and identify areas for improvement. As an ongoing 
process, it will help the Board to maintain its effectiveness 
and hone its ability to hold the executive to account.  

It is suggested that independent external Board evaluation takes place three years, 
supported by internal annual Board evaluation annually in-between. The process for the 
latter can be developed in partnership with external evaluators. These evaluations should 
help ascertain the effectiveness of the Board’s meetings, decision-making and ability to hold 
the executive to account, on an ongoing basis. It is suggested that such evaluations include 
a reflection on, and review of, the quality and timeliness of the information provided to the 
Board by the executive. Board events without the executive present for the purpose of 
reflecting on the Board’s own effectiveness and/or support systems may form part of this 
process. It is also suggested that IPReg produces an action plan setting out any 
developments agreed as a result of these Evaluations. This may be reported on in the 
Annual Report. There are budget implications for this area.  

10. Set out IPReg’s policy for the 
recruitment and reappointment of 
Board members in writing in the 
Governance Handbook.  

Priority 3  
Longer Term 
Actions 
(12-18 months) 

This action is intended to enhance organisational 
transparency. It should support the delivery of LSB Well Led 
3.  

It is suggested that this work is undertaken in parallel with the production of the 
Governance handbook.  

11. Produce a separate written procedure 
for Handling Complaints or Concerns 
about Members of the Board.   

Priority 3 
Longer Term 
Actions 
(12-18 months) 

This action is intended to enhance organisational 
transparency. It should support the delivery of LSB Well Led 
3. 

It is suggested that this work is undertaken in parallel with the production of the 
Governance handbook. 

12. Consolidate all governance policies 
and procedures into a single 
Governance Handbook and publish 
this on the website.  

 
 

Priority 3 
Longer Term 
Actions 
(12-18 months) 

This action is intended to enhance organisational 
transparency. A Governance Handbook will help ensure 
IPReg governance policies and procedures are clear and 
transparent for all stakeholders. This action should support 
the delivery of LSB Well Led 3. 

It is recommended that all governance documents are collated in a single Governance 
Handbook, published on the website. It is suggested that that this should include: the 
Delegation Agreement, Board Rules of Procedure, Sub-Committee and Working Group 
Terms of Reference, and Codes of Conduct. It is suggested that the handbook (i.e., 
governance policies and procedures) is reviewed every three years. This could be aligned 
with triennial Board evaluation. It is suggested that this work begins as early as is feasible. 
It is currently proposed that this is completed within 18 months, as by that point any policies 
being reviewed will have been completed. That said it may be beneficial to bring this 
forward and complete it within 6 to 12 months. However, if this is considered desirable, it 
is suggested that external resource is  brought into support that timeline. This work should 
be undefined by regular audit to ensure all relevant policies are publicly available in writing.  
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13. Publish the Governance Action plan 
with Board papers, and report on 
progress in subsequent Annual 
Reports and Board meetings. 

Priority 1 
Short Term 
Actions 
 
(0-6 months) 

This action is intended to enhance organisational 
transparency. It should support the delivery of LSB Well Led 
3. 

 

14. Publish a Publication Policy setting out 
what IPReg will publish or make 
available to the public. 

Priority 1 
Short Term 
Actions 
(0-6 months) 

This action is intended to enhance organisational 
transparency. It should support the delivery of LSB Well Led 
3. 

 

15. Review our use of external expertise in 
the light of the regulatory 
arrangements review and consider the 
potential benefits of using such a 
system more widely.  

Priority 2  
Medium Term 
Actions 
(6-12 months) 

This action is intended to enhance Board effectiveness, by 
ensuring it can easily source expertise required for the 
development of policy and strategy. It should support the 
delivery of LSB Well Led 3. 

 

16.  Develop a written stakeholder 
engagement strategy setting out how 
stakeholders’ views are obtained and 
considered by IPReg.   

Priority 3 
Longer Term 
Actions 
(12-18 months) 

This action is intended to enhance organisational 
transparency. It will provide clarity concerning how we 
obtain stakeholder’s views and utilise these within our 
decision-making. This action should support the delivery of 
LSB Well Led 3. 

It is suggested that this considers stakeholders in the broadest sense, is robust in building 
in public and consumer engagement and also takes account of learning from the above 
considerations of the use of external expertise.   

17. Review the scope of the Annual 
Report, with a view to providing 
enhanced transparency about how 
IPReg operates. 
  

Priority 2  
Medium Term 
Actions 
(6-12 months) 

This action is intended to enhance organisational 
transparency. It should support the delivery of LSB Well Led 
3 

It is suggested that the Annual Report could include: 
• attendance of directors at board and committee meetings 
• key findings arising from Board Evaluation in the Annual Report.   
• a section on IPReg’s principal risks and approach to risk management.  
It is also suggested that alongside this the audited accounts are published on the IPReg 
website. It is suggested that changes are introduced in the 2022 and 2023 Accounts in 
keeping with the work required.  

18. Review arrangements for action plans, 
performance indicators and published 
policies concerning Equality, Diversity, 
and Inclusion (EDI). 

Priority 2  
Medium Term 
Actions 
(6-12 months) 

This action is intended to enhance organisational 
transparency and improve planning and performance 
monitoring. This action should support the delivery of LSB 
Well Led 3:  

It is suggested that this considers arrangements for publishing Equality, Diversity, and 
Inclusion (EDI) polices, and develops EDI action plans with clearer milestones to facilitate 
an easier assessment of progress. There should be clear performance indicators to 
measure progress against the Diversity Action plan.   

19. Review the Board’s approach to risk 
and set out its policy and procedures 
for managing risk in writing.  

Priority 1 
Short Term 
Actions 
(0-6 months) 

This action will support the Board in its ability to manage 
risk strategically  and operationally. This action should 
support the delivery of LSB Well Led 3: 
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Board Meeting 14 July 2022 

Performance management framework – response to LSB 

Agenda Item: 11b 

Author: Fran Gillon, CEO (fran.gillon@ipreg.org.uk 020 7632 7174) 

Summary 

 
1. In March 2022, the LSB published its updated performance assessment of IPReg (Annex A). This paper 

sets out a draft progress report (Annex B), which the LSB has requested no later than 31 July. The draft 
takes into account the updated Data Group Action Plan (Annex C). The draft progress report will be 
updated with details of the decisions that the Board takes at the meeting on the recommendations from 
the Governance and Transparency Working Group (agenda item 10).  
 

2. The LSB will reassess IPReg’s performance once it has received the progress report.  

Recommendation(s) 

3. The Board discusses the draft progress report and delegates finalising the response to the Chair and CEO.   
 

Risks and mitigations 

Regulatory 
Objective(s) 

The LSB’s regulatory performance framework was published in 2017 and states: The 
regulatory objectives were considered in the development of the standards. Efforts 
undertaken by the regulator to meet the standards are likely to promote achievement 
of the regulatory objectives. 

Strategic 
objective(s) 

This paper considers the response to the LSB and so is not linked directly to IPReg’s 
strategic priorities, although our overall approach to regulation is designed to 
encourage and support innovation. 

Financial The Governance and Transparency Working Group report (agenda item 10) includes 
recommendations that will require budget allocation if they are adopted.  
 

Legal   
Reputational The LSB has criticised specific aspects of IPReg’s work and has raised questions about 

the Board’s approach to governance. This is a clearly a reputational risk.   
Resources Responses to the LSB are undertaken as part of our business as usual activities.  

 

 







 
 

 

 
    

   
  

 
  

   
  

 
 

 

  
 

 
    

 
  

   
  

 
  

    
 

  
 

  
  

    
 

 

   
  

  
 

 

      
  

 
  
  

   
 

      
  

Assessment 
(March 
2022) 

LSB 
assessment 

In November 2021, we assessed that IPReg met WL1, but said 
this was at risk due to the lack of assurance we could take from 
the information available. We raised concerns that IPReg’s 
board said the information it was provided to take decisions was 
‘entirely reasonable’, when from what was publicly available it 
would be difficult to draw such a conclusion. We asked IPReg to 
provide evidence that its board takes accountability for the 
organisation’s performance by 31 January 2022. 

In response, IPReg provided examples of how the board holds 
the executive to account, including through board working 
groups and scrutiny of board papers. IPReg also noted that its 
board members have a range of experience and in-depth 
knowledge. 

The information provided by IPReg did not give us assurance 
that it meets WL1. Our concerns about the information available 
to the board remain, and from a review of public board papers 
and minutes, it is apparent there is limited exploration of risks 
and opportunities to promote the regulatory objectives. We 
expect IPReg to ensure that its focus on the regulatory 
objectives and of its making decisions clearly in the public 
interest is evidenced in its board papers. We note that the LSB 
expectations of well led regulators are clearly set out in the 
findings from the well led reviews of the BSB and FO, including 
the information available to the board to inform decisions, which 
IPReg and other regulators are expected to take account of. 

We note that the use of board working groups can be a valuable 
source of board challenge and advice, but should not be a 
substitute for an effective executive acting in its own capacity 
with the board holding it to account for its performance. On a 
similar vein, well qualified board members will be effective on 
boards where there are the necessary factors to support high-
quality collective decision-making. 

In its response, IPReg said it was establishing the GTWG to 
consider IPReg’s governance and transparency arrangements, 
arrangements for the ongoing review of board effectiveness and 
good practice developments that it could adopt. We welcome the 
work of the GTWG and look forward to its recommendations to 
the IPReg board. 

Action needed We expect IPReg to provide an update on any changes to its 
governance arrangements it has or will implement following the 
GTWG’s review. We also expect to see evidence of discussion 
of the regulatory objectives and alternative policy options 
considered (where relevant) in future IPReg board papers, as 
well as any other information that should be available to the 
board’s of well led regulators. 

Timing We expect IPReg to provide an update no later than 31 July 
2022.   
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Board Meeting 14 July 2022 

LSB statement of policy – empowering consumers – gap analysis 

Agenda Item: 11c 

Author: Fran Gillon, CEO (fran.gillon@ipreg.org.uk 020 7632 7174) 

Summary 

1. On 11 April 2022 the LSB published its Statement of Policy on empowering consumers (this is reproduced 
with annotations at Annex A). The LSB wants to hear from the regulators on their next steps following 
publication of the statement of policy. It wants to understand where regulators consider they do not yet 
meet the expectations in the final statement and what work they plan to undertake to meet those 
expectations.  
 

2. It was agreed at a meeting of the Market Transparency Coordination and Oversight Group (MTCOG) that 
the regulators would complete a gap analysis and share thinking on next steps for the next MTCOG 
meeting on 21 July.  

 
3. A gap analysis and related actions is at Annex A.  

Recommendation(s) 

4. The Board:  
a. Notes the gap analysis; and 
b. Agrees that the related actions are a targeted and proportionate response.   

 

Risks and mitigations 

Regulatory 
Objective(s) 

The LSB’s Statement of Policy is relevant to: 
 
a. Improving access to justice; 
b. Protecting and promoting the interests of consumers; 
c. Promoting competition in the provision of legal services; 
d. Encouraging an independent, strong, diverse and effective legal 
profession; and 
e. Increasing public understanding of the citizen’s legal rights and duties. 

Strategic 
objective(s) 

This is relevant to the Board’s strategic objective of ensuring that its regulatory 
framework encourages and supports innovation: a. In the provision of services that 
providers are able to offer consumers and the ways in which those services are 
provided, including the use of law tech. The objective states that we will do this by 
ensuring that our review of regulatory arrangements focuses on setting reasonable 
standards but does not ‘gold plate’ them 

Financial There are no direct financial implications. 
Legal 
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Reputational IPReg should take into account the LSB’s Statement of Policies when making decisions 
on a related policy issue. The LSB considers how we have done this as part of its analysis 
of our performance under the regulatory performance framework.  

Resources The work can be undertaken within existing resources.  
 




