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Information Rights Committee minutes 
Tuesday 17 February 2015 
 

Members and other attendees present 
 
Andy Laing   Head of Performance Improvement 

Anne Jones   Assistant Commissioner – Wales 
Christopher Graham Information Commissioner 

David Smith  Deputy Commissioner, Director of Data Protection  
Graham Smith Deputy Commissioner, Director of Freedom of 

Information (chair) 

Jonathan Bamford  Head of Strategic Liaison  
Louise Byers  Head of Good Practice 

Paul Arnold Head of Customer Contact & Business 
Development  

Robert Parker  Head of Corporate Affairs   
Steve Eckersley       Head of Enforcement 

 
Neil Bostock  Corporate Governance Officer 

    (Secretariat) 
 

1. Introductions and apologies 
 

1.1. Apologies were received from Simon Entwisle, Kenneth 

Macdonald and Steve Wood.  
 

2. Matters arising from the previous meeting 
 

Minutes 
1.2. No comments were received on the minutes which had 

previously been approved by correspondence.   
 

Action points 
1.3. It was agreed that the one action point shown as outstanding 

would be referred to in agenda item 7 as part of the research 
discussion. 
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3. Areas for monitoring 
 
Issue 

1.4. The four specific areas the committee had agreed to monitor 
on a regular basis were considered. 

1.5. Effective use of civil monetary penalties (CMPs) – 
1.5.1. Revised ICO guidance on when we would impose CMPs was 

about to be laid before Parliament following consultation with 
the Secretary of State.  

1.5.2. The recent appeal by Amber Windows against a CMP had 
been dismissed at Tribunal.   

1.5.3. The ICO was waiting for the DCMS to take forward lowering 
the threshold at which the ICO could take enforcement action 

under the PECR.   
1.6. Press engagement post Leveson – there were no 

outstanding issues at present.   

1.7. NHS and other wider structural changes in the public 
sector – There were no specific matters of concern at present in 

this area.    
1.8. Take down of search engine links – Article 29 guidelines 

on the right to be forgotten had now been published with the ICO 
heavily involved in drafting. A UK version had also been published. 

Decisions had been taken on over 20 complaints about Google 
decisions, out of a total received nearing the 200 mark. A further 

meeting with Google was planned.  
 

4. Communicating regulatory activity 
 

Issue 

4.1. Robert Parker presented a paper on the newly developed 
policy on communicating regulatory activity. This would replace the 

existing policy on communicating enforcement activity. 
4.2. Post Project Eagle there was a need to publish the outcome of 

actions we take based on concerns raised with us (not necessarily 
as part of an individual complaint), so that people can see that 

raising concerns does have an impact.  
 

Decisions 
4.3. IRC agreed that, subject to one or two slight amendments, 

the policy on “Communicating Regulatory Activity” could be 
approved and published on ICON and the website.  

 
Actions 

4.5 Robert Parker will produce a managers’ brief to introduce the 

policy to all staff. 
4.6 Robert Parker to ensure the policy is published. 
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5. Committee self-assessments – the results 
 
Issue 

5.1. The results of the annual committee assessment had been 
compiled. This paper was brought to IRC for information and for 

discussion if needed.  
 

Decisions 
5.2. IRC noted the paper but considered that no changes were 

required to the terms of reference or the way the committee 
worked.  

5.3. The concern that there was overlap between IRC and 
Leadership Group was noted but it was agreed that the committees 

have distinct and separate roles. 
 

6. Privacy seals project 
 
Issue 

6.1. Three meetings of the project board had been held since the 
last IRC and an update was presented to the committee for 

information. Discussion included: 
6.1.1. The tendering for legal advice was now closed and eight bids 

had been received. The bids would be assessed on 4 March. 
6.1.2. The MOJ had confirmed that no decision would be taken 

regarding the ICO’s ability to recover privacy seals costs until 
after the General Election. 

6.1.3. Delegates at the Data Protection Practitioners Conference in 
March would be asked to complete a survey on the options for a 

privacy seal logo. 

6.1.4. The Surveillance Cameras Commissioner had expressed 
interest in how privacy seals might cover processing of personal 

data by CCTV. 
 

7. Research 
 

Issue 
7.1. The committee were asked for updates on current research 

projects and their budgets. The budgets are on track. 
7.2. The customer satisfaction survey was out to tender. 

Responses would be evaluated during the first week of March. 
7.3. Research had been commissioned on the impact of possible 

changes to the registration fee structure which would reflect not 
just the size of the data controller but how much personal data it 

held. Research on individuals’ expectations had been commissioned 

in support of the European Spring Conference. 
7.4. Research is to be commissioned on data intensity and how 

registered data controllers use personal data, with a view to 
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supporting any future discussions on the notification fee structure, 

and in support of the European Spring Conference. 
 

8. Key information rights developments 
 

8.1 The Management Board Information Rights report was 
presented for information.  

8.2 The Home Office were to review the guidelines around the 
retention of custody photographs and whether to apply the same 

rules as for other biometrics. 
8.3. Jonathan Bamford explained that the guidance on domestic 

CCTV use in public spaces had been drafted. Complaints in this area 
were increasing.  

 

9. Any other business 
 

9.1. It had been suggested that the ICO proactively publish the 
Information Rights report on a three month delay basis in order to 

help with future Freedom of Information requests. 
9.2. Action: Graham Smith to ensure that a decision comes to the 

appropriate forum. 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 


