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The Patent Regulation Board and the Trade Mark Regulation Board 

Agenda 

Thursday May 19 2022 at 12 noon 

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

 
 

  
1. Apologies - none 

 
2. Notification of any conflicts of interest 

 
PART A – NON-CONFIDENTIAL ITEMS 

 
3. Minutes of 17 March 2022 meeting and matters arising 

 
4. Action Log (FG) 

 
5. Other activities (not covered elsewhere): 

 
a. Sanctions – correspondence and meetings (FG) 
b. 3 CEOs (FG)  
c. Regulatory Forum: 18 March (Chair) 
d. Board matters: Chair reappointment (FG)  
e. Completion of Board appraisals (Chair) 

 
6. LSB Performance Management Dataset (VS) 

 
PART B –CONFIDENTIAL ITEMS 
 
7. Complaints update (SE) 

 
8. Progress on Review of Regulatory Arrangements (EL) 

 
9. LSB engagement (FG)  

a. Governance and Transparency Working Group update (SP) 
b. Board to Board meeting 1 June (Chair) 
c. LSB consultation on changes to regulatory performance framework (FG) 
d. Data Group forward work plan update (FG) 

 
10. IPReg website upgrade (SE) – no paper 
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11. Red risks (FG) 
 

12. Finance update (KD) – Board, CEO, SE, KD only 
 

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









T 020 3334 3555 
F 0870 761 7753 

E https://contact-moj.service.justice.gov.uk/ 

www.gov.uk/moj 
102 Petty France 
London 
SW1H 9AJ 

 

 

 

The Right Honourable 

Dominic Raab MP  
Deputy Prime Minister 
Lord Chancellor & Secretary 
of State for Justice 

Fran Gillon 

By Email Only 
 

 7 April 2022  

 

 

Dear Fran,  

LEGAL SECTOR EFFORTS TO ENFORCE THE SANCTION REGIME IN RESPONSE TO THE 

RUSSIAN INVASION OF UKRAINE 

 

The UK government condemns the Russian government’s unprovoked and premeditated war against 
Ukraine. This is a horrific attack on a democratic, sovereign European nation and the world is taking 
action to hold Russia accountable. The UK continues to play a leading role in supporting Ukraine and, as 
you are aware, has imposed sanctions on Russia and Belarus. But the situation remains grave.   

We only have to look at Russia – where corruption is rife and Government critics are silenced - to see why 
the rule of law is so important. I am proud that here in the UK the rule of law means that everyone has a 
right to access legal representation. The Government needs to defend these rights – in contrast to 
authoritarian jurisdictions. But clearly, legal services regulators also have a responsibility under the 
regulatory objectives to protect the public interest and rule of law, maintain adherence to professional 
principles and ensure an independent, strong, diverse and effective profession. This means regulators 
have a duty to safeguard the UK and protect the reputation of their profession and our legal system by 
upholding the sanctions and anti-money laundering regime.  Over the recent weeks the legal professions 
have come under significant scrutiny against the backdrop of the Russian invasion of Ukraine. There has 
been criticism of firms and chambers for acting on behalf of clients linked to Russia. I have and will 
continue to defend the rights of all – including those subject to sanctions – to access legal advice. But I 
expect legal professionals to operate to the highest ethical standards and to demonstrate this to the 
public. Thankfully, I am confident that the overwhelming majority do so.  

The legal sector is in fact critical to the operation of an effective sanctions regime and ensuring 
designated persons comply with the restrictions placed on them. Government and the public look to you 
as regulators to uphold the regime and give the highest confidence that it is being complied with.   

I want to thank you all for your work stepping up awareness raising, compliance monitoring and starting to 
explore your supervision and enforcement strategies including additional powers you may require. I also 
welcome efforts to come together with the Legal Services Board to look at how to further improve the 
effectiveness of the supervisory system. Thank you for providing the Legal Services Board with updates 
on the work you have done so far and any prospective plans. I have asked the Legal Services Board to 
share these insights and where there are opportunities for improvement with the department, and we are 
now carefully considering how we might best support these efforts.  

I am keen to hear from you directly on what you plan to do to strengthen enforcement of the sanctions 

regime and how government can best support you in your duties. I expect to see everyone playing their 
part and actively pursuing this agenda and I look forward to hearing about the progress of this work soon.   
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We must continue to act visibly on this issue to maintain confidence in the sector and the wider legal 
system, and to ensure we are standing strong with Ukraine.  

 
Yours sincerely 

 
 
 
  
 

RT HON DOMINIC RAAB MP 
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Dear Lord Chancellor and Secretary of State 

Legal sector efforts to enforce the sanction regime in response to the Russian invasion of Ukraine 

Thank you for your letter of 7 April which sets out the vital role that the legal sector can play in upholding 
the sanctions and anti-money laundering frameworks.  

By way of background, the Intellectual Property Regulation Board (IPReg) regulates trade mark and patent 
attorneys and the firms that they work in. The firms we regulate ordinarily hold small amounts of client 
money – usually money that has been paid on account for fees or money paid in advance for 
disbursements. IPReg is therefore not a Supervisory Authority under the anti-money laundering 
regulations and the regulated sector is considered low risk for money laundering.  

We fully support the sector-wide work to ensure the effectiveness of the sanctions framework and have 
therefore focused considerable attention on increasing awareness of the framework and the importance 
of firms ensuring that they comply with it. We have also taken action to strengthen our enforcement 
work. Examples of our activities are:  

Awareness raising 

Activities that we have undertaken include: 

• Publishing Guidance on our website on what we would expect firms to do when they are 
considering what action to take on issues relating to sanctions. That Guidance includes drawing 
registered individuals’ attention to their whistleblowing obligations, which should in turn help to 
strengthen our enforcement activities; 
 

• Putting information on our website which includes links to: 
o Gov.uk website information on sanctions; 
o The government’s export support team helpdesk details;  
o OFSI guidance and blog; 
o The Consolidated List of financial sanctions targets and information about how to search 

it;  
o IPO and EPO websites for information about their actions and advice; 
o Practical Law free toolkit which provides further advice and guidance and information; 
o National Cyber Security Centre. 
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Strengthening supervision and enforcement 

Activities that we have undertaken include: 

• Contacting all our firms who have non-lawyer owners or managers asking them for assurance that 
they have checked that those owners/managers are not financial sanctions targets. We are also 
considering whether we should require periodic confirmation of compliance from registrants; 
 

• Introducing a sanctions check as part of our entity application and approval of individuals 
processes. This covers owners, managers and key role holders. We are also asking applicants to 
confirm how they comply with the sanctions framework; 
 

• Emailing key role holders and attorneys to bring to their attention the need for a licence from OFSI 
if they are conducting certain transactions, to draw their attention to the OFSI guidance on 
sanctions breaches and to signpost the Practical Law free toolkit; 
 

• Asking firms and sole traders to notify IPReg if they apply for a licence from OFSI.  
 

We are in also close contact with the Chartered Institute of Patent Attorneys (CIPA) and the Chartered 
Institute of Trade Mark Attorneys (CITMA) who are the approved regulators under the Legal Services Act 
2007. We have been able to ensure that we share useful links and information and that our messaging and 
guidance are consistent.  

IPReg will continue to play its part to help maintain confidence in the sector and the wider legal system. 
We recognise that OFSI is responsible for monitoring compliance with financial sanctions and for assessing 
suspected breaches. It also has the power to impose monetary penalties for breaches of financial 
sanctions and to refer cases to law enforcement agencies for investigation and potential prosecution. It 
would be helpful if OFSI were able to notify IPReg in the event that one of its registered firms applied to 
OFSI for a licence. This would enable us to assess whether the application raised any regulatory concerns 
that we needed to investigate further.  

I am copying this letter to colleagues at the LSB, MoJ, CIPA and CITMA.  

Yours sincerely 

 
 
 Fran Gillon 
Chief Executive  
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Rt Hon Dominic Raab MP 

Deputy Prime Minister 

 

The Chief Executive’s Office 
The Rookery (3rd Floor) 
2 Dyott Street 
London WC1A 1DE 
 
T 020 7271 0043 
 
www.legalservicesboard.org.uk 

21 April 2022 

 
Dear Deputy Prime Minister 
 
LEGAL SECTOR EFFORTS TO REINFORCE THE SANCTION REGIME IN RESPONSE 
TO THE RUSSIAN INVASION OF UKRAINE 
 

Thank you for your letter of 7 April, and a similar letter to the LSB’s Chief Executive, Matthew 

Hill. I am replying on behalf of the LSB. 

I am very grateful for the support you set out for the work the LSB and the legal services 

regulators are doing to assist OFSI in ensuring the effective operation of the sanctions 

regime. 

While there remains much to do, we have made a very good start. The LSB will shortly be 

writing to the regulators to establish central expectations of them in terms of their role in 

upholding the regime. That will cover such matter as assessing the exposure of their parts of 

the sector, raising and testing awareness of the sanctions regime, sharing information, 

monitoring compliance and, where necessary, taking appropriate enforcement action. We 

will continue to press and support with urgency and rigour. 

You ask in your letter about how best the Government might support these efforts. 

While we are confident that the existing legislation provides both a mandate and a range of 

powers to ensure the legal services sector plays its part in upholding the sanctions regime, 

there are a number of areas in which it would undoubtedly be helpful to put matters beyond 

doubt. They include information sharing, broader powers and remit. 

Information sharing  

We have worked with regulators to establish a core “ask” on information sharing. In 

summary, the following are the types of information we all consider it helpful to be shared 

between the regulators, OFSI and any other relevant authorities (for example the NCA or 

intelligence agencies): 

• Firms and individuals which have applied for/been granted/denied licences, 

for which activities and for what fees (OFSI) 

• Known licence breaches/enforcement activity (OFSI) 

• Assessment of fees as reasonable/otherwise (OFSI/Regulators) 

• Concerns about particular authorised firms or individuals (OFSI/Regulators 

other crime and intelligence authorities) 



• Thematic areas of practice that may present greater risk, emerging trends, 

and threats to the legal sector’s compliance with the sanctions regime 

(OFSI/Regulators) 

• Issues with poor reporting (eg on Suspicious Activity Reports) which might 

help target supervision/compliance activity (NCA, Regulators) 

• Asset freeze breaches (OFSI) 

We are clear that a great deal of this can be achieved through existing mechanisms, given 

sufficient will to make use of them. However, there is a strong case for legislating to put 

beyond doubt the ability of the various parties to share this information. In the meantime we 

will continue to do everything we can to further these aims within the existing framework. 

Broader powers 

We have collated the following requests from regulators for broader powers that could be 

instrumental in enabling compliance by their regulated communities. Although these early 

considerations will need to be developed further, they include: 

• Greater fining powers to create a more credible deterrent against wrongdoing  

• Greater powers to require information from firms about sanctions, money laundering 

and suspicious activity 

• Legislation to require source of funds/wealth checks (beyond the existing limited 

circumstances) 

• Powers to restrict individuals from acting as a money laundering reporting officer or 

money laundering compliance officer if the regulator does not consider them suitable  

• Ability to set guidance on AML with approval from HMT rather than all twelve 

regulators and representative bodies. 

Remit 

Finally, while we are clear that the Legal Services Act 2007 strongly implies a remit for the 

legal services regulators in this area, it would again be helpful to put the matter beyond 

doubt. We consider that three of the Act’s objectives – supporting the rule of law, ensuring a 

strong, diverse, independent and effective legal profession and ensuring adherence to the 

professional principles – combine to provide a strong and compelling mandate. However, we 

know from experience since the war in Ukraine began that some businesses and 

professionals have been challenging this view, giving rise to operational difficulties in 

enforcing the regime. 

It might be helpful to the regulators, and would send a strong message to the profession, to 

consider how the remit might be clarified. We believe this might begin to address part of the 

central proposition of your letter which is the importance of being able to say with absolute 

certainty that while we will all defend to the end the right of anyone to a legal defence, the 

legal sector in this country does not enable criminals or warmongers to profit from their 

activities. 

I look forward to our continuing correspondence on these matters. 

Yours sincerely 

 

Dr Helen Phillips 

Chair 
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Dear colleague 

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE FINANCIAL SANCTIONS REGIME IN THE LEGAL 
SERVICES SECTOR: FEES FOR THE PROVISION OF LEGAL SERVICES AND 
ASSOCIATED LICENSING ARRANGEMENTS 

 

Thank you for your contribution at the roundtable held on Friday 1 April 2022. I am very 

grateful for the further constructive discussions we had concerning how we as a regulatory 

community should support the financial sanctions regime as it applies to legal services. 

As promised, I am writing to set out our view of the central expectations of all regulators. 

This view is informed by the discussions we have all been having over the last few weeks. 

Remit 

Our starting point is that all legal services regulators have a role in ensuring that the sector 

does not act as an enabler when it comes to financial crime, sanctions or similar. We 

consider that the regulatory objectives set out in the Legal Services Act 2007 together 

provide a compelling mandate in this area. In particular, the objectives relating to supporting 

the rule of law, ensuring a strong, diverse, independent and effective sector, and upholding 

the professional principles work together to set a clear remit. 

As you know, we have also suggested to Government that it might be helpful to put the remit 

beyond doubt for third parties; in the meantime, the Act provides sufficient cover as it stands. 

Understanding 

All regulators should have a good understanding of the financial sanctions regime and in 

particular the elements that apply specifically to legal services. As we discussed at the last 

roundtable, there are some common misconceptions of the regime that regulators will want 

to address. Among them is a perception that work on AML might automatically provide cover 

in relation to sanctions. In fact, the sanctions and AML regimes are distinct, both are 

important, and the distinction will need to be better reflected in regulators’ approaches. A 

further misconception seems to be that the regime can be clearly connected to a particular 

country. The sanctions regime has a UK nexus and again regulators will need to reflect that 

in their approaches. 

Risk assessment  



We expect regulators to exercise diligence, analysis and enquiry in forming a view of 

risk/exposure in their parts of the sector. As above, it is unlikely to be enough to focus on the 

absence of clients with Russian business addresses; nor will it be enough to rely on AML 

risk assessments. It will also be necessary to keep risk assessments under review as 

circumstances change. 

Regulators, as the experts in their parts of the sector, will no doubt wish to analyse the range 

of transactions carried out by professionals and firms within their footprint and establish the 

risks involved. There is likely to be a wide range of activity potentially carried out on behalf of 

sanctioned entities, often relating to the transfer of assets but also including advice on the 

sanctions regime and how it is applied. 

We would also expect regulators to work with other authorities (including OFSI) to 

understand emerging themes and typologies and how they might play out in different 

settings. 

Raising and testing awareness 

The legal services regulators play a key role in raising awareness among their regulated 

communities as to the various obligations that apply to them. Codes of conduct, handbooks 

and similar should make clear the expectation that legal professionals and firms should 

uphold the law and comply with all obligations placed upon them. 

In the specific example of the sanctions regime, where we have reason to believe that 

awareness may be generally low, we would expect regulators to ensure that clear and 

specific messaging is displayed in a prominent place on your websites on how the financial 

regime applies to legal services, and in particular the requirement to apply for a licence 

where payment is sought for legal services from a designated person or entity subject to 

financial sanctions in the UK.  

It is unlikely to be fully effective simply to link through to OFSI guidance, as the legal 

services specific elements of the regime are part of a much broader set of requirements. In 

addition, regulators will wish to ensure that messaging on the sanctions regime is not 

drowned out by (also important but distinct) messaging on AML. 

Regulators that are likely to have the greatest exposure will no doubt wish to test the 

effectiveness of their messaging using surveys or other tools. 

Compliance, enforcement etc 

While we recognise that the primary responsibility for the sanctions regime rests with OFSI, 

we expect legal services regulators to take active steps in support. Non-compliance with the 

sanctions regime is likely to impact on compliance with the legal services regulatory regime, 

and ought to attract appropriate consequences for authorised persons and/or firms. 

 

I hope this is helpful as a starting point. We appreciate that many of you will have views on 

what we have set out. I would be grateful to receive those views over the next two weeks (by 

Friday 6th May) to help us refine our understanding and expectations. We will be in touch 

after that to arrange a date for the next round table. 

On a related matter, I enclose a copy of the LSB’s response to the DPM’s recent letter on 

this topic. 

 



 

I am copying this letter to all legal services regulatory bodies and to MoJ, OFSI and OPBAS. 

We will also make the correspondence available to Approved Regulators where applicable. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Matthew Hill 

Chief Executive 
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Board Meeting 19 May 2022 

Decision Paper: IPReg Performance Management Dataset 2021-22 

Agenda Item: 6 

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

1. Summary

1.1 This paper sets out the proposed 2021-22 IPReg performance management dataset (PMD). The 
dataset is an annual requirement of the Legal Services Board (LSB) and is part of the LSB’s regulatory 
performance assessment process (this is the fifth PMD requirement). The dataset covers the 
financial year, 1 April 2021 – 31 March 2022. For the purposes of transparency and accountability 
IPReg publishes the PMD.  

1.2 The dataset does not indicate cause for concern such as recurrence of a single significant 
performance issue, a pattern of smaller performance issues, or a major inexplicable change 
(particularly a decrease) in regulatory community size. The dataset identifies both a reduction in the 
number of open cases from 20 to 12 and a reduction in the longest time period from initial 
complaint to final decision from 561 days to 286 days and in the median time period from 221 days 
to 124 days;  

1.3 The current Legal Services Board Consultation - Regulatory performance assessment framework 
proposes removing the regulatory performance requirement of the PMD1.   

2. Recommendation

2.1 The PMD (Annex) is recommended for approval by the Board for submission to the LSB.

3. Risks and mitigations

Regulatory 
Objectives 

This dataset helps us assess our own regulatory performance, the function of 
which seeks to ensure that none of the regulatory objectives:  

RO1 – Protecting and promoting the public interest  
RO2 – Supporting the constitutional principle of the rule of law 
RO3 – Improving access to justice 
RO4 – Protecting and promoting the interests of consumers 
RO5 – Promoting competition in the provision of services  
RO6 – Encouraging an independent, strong, diverse and effective legal profession 
RO7 – Increasing public understanding of the citizen’s legal rights and duties 
RO8 – Promoting and maintaining adherence to the professional principles 

are put at risk. The promotion of RO4 and RO5 particularly require a regulator 
cognisant of its performance strengths and issues.     

1 The LSB proposes instead to require regulators to proactively provide it with evidence to give assurance that 
the performance standards are being met, [item 42 of consultation document] “We consider that for well-led 
regulators, our proposal would typically require no more material than is available to regulator’s own boards 
or made publicly available e.g. on websites)….in line with this approach, we propose that we would no longer 
gather performance data ”.  
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commencement of the performance management dataset (and IPReg suggested amending these 
indicators in light of CRM reporting). No dataset is requested under the ‘Regulatory Approach’ 
Standard given that it does not naturally lend itself to data collection and, arguably, is a sum of the 
dataset of the other standards.  

4.4 Dataset compilation: much of the data gathering was through CRM reporting though manual 
recording systems were used with data such as the stakeholder events attended by Board members. 
The dataset covers the 1 April 2021 until 31 March 2022 time period.  

4.5 No significant performance concerns: the dataset does not indicate cause for concern such as 
recurrence of a single significant performance issue, a pattern of smaller performance issues, or a 
major inexplicable change (particularly a decrease) in regulatory community size.  

5. Recommendation  

5.1 The PMD (Annex) is recommended for approval by the Board for submission to the LSB. 
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Board Meeting 19 May 2022 

Information paper: Complaints update 

Agenda Item: 7 

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) 

2  

 
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 
 

 
 

 
 

   
 

   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
  

 

  
 

   
 



 
 

4 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
   

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
  

 
  

 
 

  

 
 

 
 

 
 





 
 

1 
 

 
Board Meeting 19th May 2022 
 
Governance and Transparency Working Group (GTG) Report 
 
Agenda Item: 9a 
 
Author: Samantha Peters, IPReg Lay Board Member  
 
Summary 
 
1. The Intellectual Property Regulation (IPReg) Board set up a Governance and Transparency 

Working Group (GTG) at its January 2022 meeting for the purpose of identifying potential 
improvements to the organisation’s governance and transparency. The Working Group has met 
twice since the 17th of March IPReg Board meeting - on the 24th of March 2022 and on the 28th of 
April 2022. This report covers the work undertaken at these meetings.  

 
Working Group Progress  
 
2. The Working Group has now provisionally assessed IPReg against three corporate governance 

codes. These are the UK Corporate Governance Code, the FRC Board Effectiveness Guidance, and 
the Sports Council Governance Code. It also intends to assess IPReg against the Charity 
Governance Code.  
 

3. The Working Group is part way through benchmarking IPReg against other legal services 
regulators. This exercise includes comparing IPReg’s documented governance practices, board 
papers and minutes with those of other regulators. It also involves assessing IPReg’s practices 
against any new initiatives adopted by the Faculty Office (FO) and Bar Standards Board (BSB) in 
the light of their recent Legal Services Board (LSB) governance reviews.  
 

4. So far, these exercises have yielded a number of common themes. These include:  
• the need to develop IPReg’s board papers and minutes, 
• the need to ensure we have well-documented governance policies and procedures which are 

easy to access and understand,  
• the importance of board evaluation and appraisal, and 
• the scope to enhance our annual report to aid external understanding of our decision-making 

practices.  
 

5. The Working Group has started producing an Action Plan for the IPReg Board meeting in July 2022. 
In doing so, it has identified the importance of producing a plan which is practicable, deliverable, 
suited to our size and the structure of the team, as well as sensibly timetabled.  

 
Recommendation(s) 
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6. The Board is asked to: 
6.1. Note the contents of this paper  
6.2. Note the GTG Action Log (Annex A).  

 
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 
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 Board’s 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 years’ 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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