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Information Rights Committee minutes 
Tuesday 17 July 2012 
 
Members and other attendees present 
 
Paul Arnold   Head of Customer Contact  
Jonathan Bamford  Head of Strategic Liaison  
Lesley Bett    Head of Internal Compliance  
Louise Byers  Head of Good Practice  
Steve Eckersley       Head of Enforcement 
Simon Entwisle   Director of Operations 
Gemma Farmer  Senior Policy Officer 
Christopher Graham Information Commissioner 
Anne Jones   Assistant Commissioner – Wales 
Andrew Laing   Head of Complaints Resolution 
Ken Macdonald. Assistant Commissioner – Scotland and 

Northern Ireland  
Robert Parker  Head of Corporate Affairs   
David Smith   Deputy Commissioner, Director of Data  

Protection (Chair) 
Steve Wood  Head of Policy Delivery  
 
Peter Bloomfield   Senior Corporate Governance Manager  
    (Secretariat) 
Hannah Cutler  Corporate Governance Officer (Secretariat) 
 
 
1. Introductions and apologies 

1.1. There were apologies from Graham Smith. 
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2. Minutes, Action points, and matters arising from the   
last meeting 

2.1. The minutes of the last meeting had previously been 
agreed. Action points 3, 4 and 10 from the last meeting were 
cleared. 

 
3. Key Information rights developments  

3.1. David Smith introduced the information rights paper. 
Points highlighted included: 

3.1.1. Operations were keeping pace with workloads and with 
training new staff. On-line PECR reporting was taking 
some of the pressure off front line staff and other ways of 
using “self service” were being considered. 

3.1.2. The Welsh “Collective Leadership Pledge”, aimed at 
raising good data handling practice at the top level within 
the Welsh public sector, was discussed. The ICO was 
meeting with representatives shortly. 

3.1.3. There was an appeal against a civil monetary penalty. 
At issue was whether the ICO could impose a penalty if 
the breach had been self-reported. 

3.1.4. The Scottish Government is to amend its internal 
processes for Bill teams to include reference to personal 
data and the role of the ICO. 

3.1.5. The press office was now fully staffed and 11,000 
people had viewed the “cookies” video. 

3.1.6.  The Justice Select Committee was due to report on its 
post legislative scrutiny of the Freedom of Information Act 
on the 26 July.  

3.1.7. The draft Communications Data Bill had been published 
and there was lots of interest in it. Any new 
responsibilities it gave the office would need to be funded.  

3.1.8.  The Home Affairs Select Committee report on Private 
Investigators had been discussed at Executive Team. 

 
4. New priority action groups    

4.1. Priority action groups currently existed in the areas of 
health, criminal justice and internet and mobile services.  
Was there a need for any other groups? 

4.2. PECR investigatory work was a priority item but not one 
in which a cross office group was needed. The right people 
were already being included in the discussion. This was 
agreed. 
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4.3. The issue of informed consent was also raised, but 
again it was felt that this was not an issue a priority action 
group could help take forward. Steve Wood instead agreed to 
bring an initial discussion paper on consent for the next 
meeting. 

4.4. It was agreed that helping ensure small and medium 
sized businesses comply with the Data Protection Act was 
also a work priority which required coordination. Good 
Practice would take the lead. It was noted that the area was 
also included in the research strategy. 

Action point 1: Louise Byers to set up a cross office 
group in the area of small and medium sized 
businesses. 

 

5. Information Rights Committee priorities 

5.1. At the last meeting the committee had identified areas it 
wanted to consider on a half yearly basis; 

5.1.1. Open Government and transparency taking account of 
information rights obligations and privacy.  

 The ICO had inputted into the white paper and the 
anonymisation code of practice consultation was on 
track.  

 The ICO’s internal auditors were looking at how to 
better identify the impact of Policy Delivery work and 
guidance.  

5.1.2. Information rights and privacy by design becoming a 
reality. 

 This was a work item in Policy Delivery’s business plan. 

 There is research planned in this area. 

5.1.3. Ensuring ICO enforcement powers cover the full range 
of information rights obligations.  

 There was concern that civil monetary penalties and 
other enforcement action issued to date was nearly all 
in respect of security breaches.  

Action point 2: Simon Entwisle, Andrew Laing and David 
Smith to consider widening the use of civil monetary 
penalties and other enforcement powers. 

5.1.4. Ensuring that the ICO is fully prepared for changes in 
the information rights legislative framework. 



 4 

 In respect of the post legislative scrutiny of the 
Freedom of Information Act the Justice Select 
Committee would report shortly. 

 The ICO was considering the practical impact on the ICO 
of the proposed changes to European data protection 
legislation.  

 
6. Proactive disclosure   

6.1. It had been agreed to proactively publish the outcomes 
of all complaint cases on a quarterly basis. 5,500 complaint 
outcomes had been summarised in a spreadsheet. The 
committee was asked to consider progress, discuss the risks 
and opportunities and agree a go live timetable.  

6.2. The main issue arising from publication was that there 
would be information about organisations who had been 
complained about, but who had not been notified of the 
complaint. Publication might also generate more freedom of 
information requests, rather than reduce them.   

6.3. It was agreed that the ICO should consult on the 
proposed publication; the committee would then review the 
results of the consultation and make a recommendation to 
the executive team for a final for a decision at a later date. 

Action point 3: Simon Entwisle and Steve Eckersley to 
consider including enforcement data in the published 
information. 
Action point 4: Andrew Laing to take forward the 
consultation on proactive disclosure.  

 

7. Embedding information rights in the UK education 
systems 

7.1. Executive Team had discussed the results of the 
research on how to take forward embedding information 
rights in the education systems of the UK. Subject to the 
views of the committee they had agreed that the ICO should 
take the work forward; seeking partnership with government 
and third sector bodies if appropriate.  

7.2. It was thought that there might be some funding 
available to help but the main aim of any partnership was 
more likely to be helping ensure developed materials actually 
get into schools and used. Indicative costings for developing 
the materials were £70k to £100k.  

7.3. The committee welcomed the results of the feasibility 
research. They endorsed the chairman’s action in authorising 
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further indicative research on costing’s and, in the light of 
this, agreed to take forward the project with Corporate Affairs 
taking the lead.  

 

8. Research 

8.1. An updated research strategy was presented for 
comments. There was also a proposal for research on the 
impact of the new data protection regulation on businesses 
and on integrating privacy impact assessments with project 
and risk management. 

8.2. The relevance of the research into the impact of the 
new data protection regulation was questioned. It was 
explained that the research would inform how the ICO would 
implement changes and help establish priorities for guidance. 

8.3. There was uncertainty as to the final form of any 
regulatory changes, and hence there was a risk that the 
value any research might be limited. It was considered that, 
even if the proposed changes were amended, the research 
would be valuable given the timescales involved. 

8.4. The new research proposals were agreed. 
 

9. The feasibility of privacy seals 

9.1. Gemma Farmer attended for this item and was thanked 
for her comprehensive paper. The paper considered the 
feasibility of using privacy seals, certification mechanisms 
and trust marks to improve data protection compliance. 

9.2. It was agreed that the ICO should not develop and 
administer its own privacy accreditation scheme at the 
present time. However, there was scope to both develop a 
general framework for privacy seals and accredit third parties 
to run such schemes, and for the ICO to give some form of 
support to schemes set up by others. 

9.3. It was agreed that substantive work on taking forward 
these preferred options would fall for consideration as part of 
the 2013/14 planning round. In the meantime the committee 
agrees that a general consultation should be initiated to 
gather evidence about the appetite for these schemes. They 
also agreed that, subject to the outcome of on-going 
discussions, the ICO should be prepared, in principle, to offer 
public endorsement and on-going support to a particular 
scheme that was currently under development.  
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10. Report on international activities 

10.1. The half yearly report on international activities was 
noted.  

 

11. Consultations 

11.1. Jonathan Bamford advised that Strategic Liaison would 
be providing the register of consultations and responses to 
consultations for future committee meetings.   

11.2. It was noted that there had been two recent 
appearances at select committees. 

 

12. Any other urgent business  

12.1. There was no other urgent business. 

 
13. Key messages 

13.1. Key messages were agreed in the areas of: 

13.1.1. PECR and questions about informed consent being 
priority areas for the ICO 

13.1.2. Proactive disclosure. 

13.1.3. Taking forward the education project.  

13.1.4. The approval of the two research projects. 

13.1.5. Approval for taking forward work on privacy seals. 

13.1.6. The work of the international team. 

 

 


