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Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA) 

Decision notice 
 

Date:    12 September 2017 
 
Public Authority: West Berkshire Council  
Address:   Council Office  

Market Street  
Newbury  
Berkshire  
RG14 5LD 

 
 
 

 

 

Decision (including any steps ordered) 

1. The complainant has requested information on business (non-
residential) property rates data from the council. The council applied 
section 31(1)(d) to withhold the information (prejudice to the 
assessment or collection of any tax or duty).The complainant argues 
that it was not correct to do so.  

2. The Commissioner’s decision is that the council was correct to apply 
section 31(1)(d) to the information however the public interest in the 
disclosure of the information outweighs that in the exemption being 
maintained.  

3. The Commissioner requires the public authority to take the following 
steps to ensure compliance with the legislation. 

 To disclose the withheld information to the complainant.  

4. The public authority must take these steps within 35 calendar days of 
the date of this decision notice. Failure to comply may result in the 
Commissioner making written certification of this fact to the High Court 
pursuant to section 54 of the Act and may be dealt with as a contempt 
of court. 
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Request and response 

5. On 30 March 2017 the complainant made the following request for 
information under the FOIA for: 

“In terms of the Freedom of Information Act of 2000, and subject to 
section 40(2) on excluding personal data, could you please provide me 
with a complete and up-to-date list of all business (non-residential) 
property rates data for your local authority, and including the following 
fields: 

- Billing Authority Reference Code (linking the property to the VOA 
database reference)  
- Firm's Trading Name (i.e. property occupant)  
- Full Property Address (Number, Street, Postal Code, Town)  
- Occupied / Vacant  
- Date of Occupation / Vacancy  
- Actual annual rates charged (in Pounds) 

If you are unable to provide an absolute “Occupation / Vacancy” 
status, please provide the Exemptions and / or Reliefs that a particular 
property may be receiving. 

We recognise that you ordinarily refuse to release these data in terms 
of Regulation 31(1)(a). In November 2016, we appealed this class of 
refusal - specifically as it relates to this request - to the Information 
Commissioner’s Office and they issued a Decision Notice (FS50628943 
- https://ico.org.uk/media/action-weve-tak..., and FS50628978 - 
https://ico.org.uk/media/action-weve-tak... on 28 February 2017 
finding that “it is not correct to withhold this information under 
Regulation 31(1)(a)”, and that “the public interest in the information 
being disclosed outweighs that in the exemption being maintained”. 

Note that these Decision Notices supersede Voyias v Information 
Commissioner and London Borough of Camden Council 
(EA/2011/0007) and Decision Notice FS50538789 (related to Stoke on 
Trent Council). 

Please provide this as machine-readable as either a CSV or Microsoft 
Excel file, capable of re-use, and under terms of the Open Government 
Licence. 

I'm sure you get many requests for business rates and we intend to 
update this national series every three months. Could we request that - 
as more than 30% of local authorities already do - you update and 
release this dataset via a dedicated page on your local authority 
website or on an open data service. You should find that this reduces 
the time and cost of this request process.” 
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6. The council responded on 5 April 2017 and provided the majority of the 
information he had requested by providing a link to where this 
information was published on its website. The complainant however 
contacted the council again and asked the council to provide him with 
details as to whether the properties in question were occupied or not.  

7. Following an internal review the council wrote to the complainant on 3 
May 2017. It applied section 31(1)(d) to the information (prejudice to 
the assessment or collection of any tax or duty).   

Scope of the case 

8. The complainant contacted the Commissioner on 6 June 2017 to 
complain about the way his request for information had been handled.  

9. The Commissioner considers that the complaint is that the council was 
wrong to withhold the information under Regulation 31(1)(d).  

Reasons for decision 

Section 31(1)(d) 

10. Section 31(1)(d) provides that information which is not exempt 
information by virtue of section 30 is exempt information if its disclosure 
under this Act would, or would be likely to, prejudice— the assessment 
or collection of any tax or duty or of any imposition of a similar nature. 

11. The council argues that a disclosure of the information would be likely to 
prejudice its collection of national non domestic rates (business rates). 
It argues that it used to publish the information after a number of 
requests for it over a period of years, however in 2015 it noted that the 
Business Rate Service began to identify an unexpectedly high rate of 
occupation of empty properties by a small number of specific charities. 
Registered charities receive an 80% charitable relief and there is a 
potential for a discretionary top up. The council will therefore not be 
able to collect, at a minimum, 80% of the rates which a general 
commercial organisation would pay for the property if a charity occupies 
a property.  

12. Whilst there is nothing wrong with charities making agreements with the 
owners of empty properties for the purpose of occupying and using the 
property for charitable purposes, the council noted that these specific 
charities appeared to have a minimal occupation of the properties. It 
said the properties were generally off the beaten track, and had little  
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passing trade, and occupation by the charities would generally limited to 
the storage of a small number of items or the display of posters or 
artwork for sale. There would however be no advertising of the sale 
event.  

13. It said that in some cases the charities concerned were very small. In 
some cases it was later demonstrated that the number of staff for the 
charity was insufficient to cover the properties which it had applied for 
rebates for.  

14. The council said therefore that in many cases the statutory requirements 
for charitable discount were not met by the charities for the property 
and so it had to apply the full business rate charge to the property. 
Where this occurred, the council said that the charities often had a 
limited income and expenditure and did not have the funds necessary to 
pay the full rates. The council was left with debts owed to it of hundreds 
of thousands of pounds with no chance of recovering the debt from the 
charity. The council said that “Such debts are a burden on the local 
council taxpayers and are significant in an era where we are seeing 
significant pressures on funding as government grants reduce”. Such 
schemes are considered to be a form of business rate tax avoidance. 

15. The council therefore said that in balancing the public interest and those 
of local taxpayers it decided to address the flow of information to those 
companies actively looking to avoid the payment of rates. It said: “we 
will continue to supply summary and statistical information but will no 
longer identify the owners of vacant properties. This may be perceived 
to disadvantage prospective tenants genuinely looking for a property but 
there is ample information available on the internet from the agents 
working this area”. 

16. It therefore decided that that provision business rate information 
including empty property information was prejudicial to the collection of 
business rates as (it argues) it was resulting in the occupation of empty 
business premises by nominal charities which do not appear to be 
engaged in charitable purposes. 

17. The council provided a link to the complainant identifying the issue it 
was referring to, unfortunately though, this link no longer works. 
However, the government did publish a discussion paper in December 
2014 regarding the issue which is available at 
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/business-rates-
avoidance-discussion-paper.  

18. It argues that it seems likely that the owners of the premises had been 
approached by the charities when the premises were identified as 
empty, and that the charities used the list of empty properties provided  
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by the council. It said in response the published list of business premises 
was amended to include, but not identify, those premises which were 
empty.   

19. The council has therefore relied upon section 31(1)(d) to withhold the 
information from disclosure for the above reasons. 

20. The Commissioner has had experience of such schemes previously. The 
schemes shift liability for the business rates from the property owner to 
the charity, and the charity then has a property in which to advertise 
and raise public awareness of its aims. However the charitable relief is 
dependent upon the property being used, or intended to be used for 
charitable purposes. The level (or intended level) of use by the charity is 
therefore important in the decision as to whether charitable rate relief 
applies. If the charity is unable to demonstrate its usage, or intended 
usage, to the necessary degree then the rates for the property cannot 
be given charitable relief and the full costs are then due from the charity 
itself.    

21. Amongst others, the council gave the example of a charity called the 
“Conserve Africa Foundation”, a small charity which was wound up in 
August 2015 with money owed to a number of council’s across England, 
(including for 4 properties in West Berkshire with rateable values 
mounting to £51,950 per annum) which the council is now unable to 
collect. In respect of this it drew the Commissioner’s attention to the 
Commissioner’s decisions made in decision notices; reference: 
FS50601860, (https://ico.org.uk/media/action-weve-taken/decision-
notices/2016/1624054/fs_50601860.pdf), FS50597878 
(https://ico.org.uk/media/action-weve-taken/decision-
notices/2016/1623764/fs50597878.pdf) and FS50593962 
(https://ico.org.uk/media/action-weve-taken/decision-
notices/2016/1623653/fs_50593962.pdf) as evidence of cases relating 
to this issue considered by the Commissioner previously. Whilst the 
cases outlined do not directly relate to the matter in question they 
nevertheless add weight to the council’s arguments.  

22. The council also provided a link to a case taken by the Charity 
Commission which refers to a similar scheme being run by a different 
charity, the Africa Relief Trust; 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/601863/africa_relief_trust_art.pdf. 
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The Commissioner’s evaluation 

23. In order for a prejudice based exemption, such as section 31, to be 
engaged the Commissioner considers that three criteria must be met:  

a) Firstly, the actual harm which the public authority alleges would, or 
would be likely, to occur if the withheld information was disclosed 
has to relate to the applicable interests within the relevant 
exemption;  

b) Secondly, the public authority must be able to demonstrate that 
some causal relationship exists between the potential disclosure of 
the information being withheld and the prejudice which the 
exemption is designed to protect. Furthermore, the resultant 
prejudice which is alleged must be real, actual or of substance; and  

c) Thirdly, it is necessary to establish whether the level of likelihood of 
prejudice being relied upon by the public authority is met – i.e. 
disclosure ‘would be likely’ to result in prejudice or disclosure 
‘would’ result in prejudice. In relation to the lower threshold the 
Commissioner considers that the chance of prejudice occurring 
must be more than a hypothetical possibility; rather there must be 
a real and significant risk. With regard to the higher threshold, in 
the Commissioner’s view this places a stronger evidential burden on 
the public authority. The anticipated prejudice must be more likely 
than not.  

a) The harm identified by the council  

24. The council argues that a disclosure of the data would allow charities to 
identify and then contact property owners with a view to setting up 
agreements such as these. It argues that schemes of this nature would 
ultimately cost the council, and the taxpayer significant amounts in lost 
revenue.  

b) The causal relationship between the disclosure and the harm 
concerned 

25. The council argues that a disclosure of the data directly allows the 
parties to identify and then contact property owners with a view to 
taking over properties for the purposes outlined. It argues that it has 
identified that there are, or may well be similar schemes to those 
outlined above already active within the area.  

26. It further argues that there has been a recent request for empty 
premises made by an individual with the stated intention of identifying 
and using the information for charities and for charitable purposes. It 
does not seek to argue that the intention in this particular case is in any 
way associated with the above, but argues that this demonstrates the  
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possibility and the potential use of this information for these purposes. 
The council has not provided any specific details about this other request 
to the Commissioner though, as it is unrelated to the request from this 
complainant.  

27. The council therefore argues that disclosing the information would allow 
nominal charities to identify empty properties and their owners from an 
easily available public list which is not currently available to them. It 
says that although lists of properties for rent are currently available 
through commercial estate agents this is not the same as there is no 
direct route for the ‘charity’ to contact the property owner to persuade 
them into entering into an agreement. It argues therefore that 
information already published by estate agents on empty properties for 
rent would not be of the same level of use to the charities concerned. 

c) Likelihood 

28. The ICO has been guided on the interpretation of the phrase ‘would, or 
would be likely to’ by a number of Information Tribunal decisions.  The 
Tribunal has been clear that this phrase means that there are two 
possible limbs upon which a prejudice based exemption can be engaged; 
i.e. either prejudice ‘would’ occur or prejudice ‘would be likely to’ occur. 
In this case the council is arguing that prejudice would be likely to 
occur.  

29. With regard to ‘likely to prejudice’, the Information Tribunal in John 
O’Connor Press Associates Limited v The Information Commissioner 
(EA/2005/0005) confirmed that ‘the chance of prejudice being suffered 
should be more than a hypothetical possibility; there must have been a 
real and significant risk’ (Tribunal at paragraph 15).  

30. The question for the Commissioner to consider with this argument is one 
of causation – would a disclosure of details of the properties occupancy 
together with the details of the owner being provided all in one list 
increase the likelihood that such agreements are entered into.  

31. The evidence provided by the council to support its argument is not 
strong given that it cannot show that it was the publication of the 
information previously which led to the rise in schemes of this sort 
occurring.  

32. The Commissioner accepts that the information would be useful to those 
individual’s or charities who intend to set up such agreements. Property 
owners would also need to agree this but they may not be aware of the 
details and the fact that they are not always genuine ‘occupations’ to the 
extent necessary to trigger the discount on NNDR liabilities. Insofar as  
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they would be concerned, however, the offer would clearly be of benefit 
them as they would move liability for the business rates to the charity.  

33. The Commissioner also notes that a landlord or a company acting on 
behalf of the landlord are often the instigators of such schemes. The link 
which the council provided to a Charity Commission report relating to 
the Africa Relief trust demonstrates a case where a landlord, or an agent 
on behalf of the landlord, contacted the charity rather than the other 
way around. Clearly if landlords or agents acting on behalf of these 
contact the charity rather than the other way around this weakens the 
council’s argument that owners cannot be identified if they do not 
disclose the data. The Commissioner does however accept that agents 
offering schemes of this sort may actively seek out vacant property 
owners and could use this information for the same purposes.   

The Commissioner's view 

34. The Commissioner firstly notes that many authorities publish the 
information requested by the complainant in this case as a matter of 
course. Many authorities have also refused to publish this information, 
however, of those contacted by the Commissioner, none have 
specifically raised this as an issue which they have considered affects 
their ability to disclose this information. This obviously raises concerns 
with the Commissioner that the arguments submitted by the council in 
this case are either very specific to the area governed by this council, or 
that the arguments may be out of proportion to the extent of the issue, 
if not the level of harm such occurrences can cause to public finances.  

35. The Commissioner has noted that the issue is not limited to this council, 
and that the cases he has looked at previously extend across many 
counties. The issue has also been recognised by the government, which 
led to the discussion paper linked to in paragraph 17 above.  

36. It appears therefore that the arguments submitted by the council in this 
case have not been noted as an issue to other authorities. This does not 
mean that the arguments are not valid as it is possible that other local 
authorities have not been affected by this issue or have yet to discover 
that this is an issue within their areas.  

37. The council’s argument is that it noticed the rise of this issue during a 
period when it published the requested information. The Commissioner 
notes that the council has made a link between the disclosure of the 
information on occupancy and that of the charities using the information 
to approach property owners. The council has not provided any evidence 
of the disclosure being a causative factor in the growth of such schemes 
although its submissions clearly seek to suggest that that is the case.  
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38. Effectively this is merely speculation as the growth in such schemes 
seems to have been occurring nationally, hence the government finding 
the need to address this in December 2014. This significantly weakens 
the council’s argument that it was the previous disclosure of this 
information which led to the rise in such schemes within the county.  

39. The Commissioner also notes there are therefore significant risks 
associated to both charities and their trustees if they become involved in 
schemes with this purpose in mind. General advice to charities was 
provided by the Charity Commission in the Africa Relief Trust decision 
regarding the risks in being involved in such schemes and in advises 
charities to ensure that they are diligent in identifying the need to rent a 
property when approached by landlords or their agents, and on 
clarifying the intentions behind such schemes if presented to them by 
third parties.  

40. Whilst it is clear that that information ‘might’ aid in obtaining 
information on empty properties for these purposes there is no clear 
evidence that this is what has occurred in this instance. Nevertheless it 
is evident to the Commissioner that such schemes do occur, and that a 
disclosure of the information in question would be of benefit to those 
wishing to identify properties with this intention in mind. The 
Commissioner agrees with the council that a disclosure of the 
information could be used by such organisations to identify relevant 
properties and to contact their owners and that this would make such 
agreements easier to occur in principle.  

41. The Commissioner has therefore considered the three criteria he has 
outlined above as regards the application of section 31(1)(d) 

 With regard to the first criterion of the three limb test described 
above, the Commissioner accepts that the potential prejudice which 
the Council envisages would be likely to occur if the withheld 
information was disclosed insofar as the risk is more than 
hypothetical. This risk relates to the interests which the exemption 
contained at section 31(1)(d) is designed to protect.  

 With regard to the second criterion, the Commissioner accepts that 
it is clearly logical to argue that the disclosure of a list of empty 
properties would provide those intent on making money from such 
schemes with an easy way to identify both the properties, and more 
importantly, details of the owners which would enable them to 
contact them directly to propose an agreement. She therefore 
accepts that there is some causal relationship between disclosure of 
the withheld information and prejudice to the collection of tax, 
(which the exemption is designed to protect). Moreover, the  
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Commissioner is satisfied that the resultant prejudice which the 
Council believes would occur is one that can be correctly 
categorised as one that would be real and of substance.  

 In relation to the third criterion, the Commissioner acknowledges 
that a number of other local authorities have disclosed similar 
information without any evidence being provided of the apparent 
impact on the collection of tax through these means. However the 
council has identified examples of a loss of tax being collected 
through such agreements in the past, and the Commissioner 
considers that that identifying vacant non-residential premises 
represents a risk of further harm being caused by making it easier 
for interested parties to set up such schemes.  

42. The Commissioner therefore considers that the exemption is engaged. 
The Commissioner has therefore gone on to consider the public interest 
test required by section 2(2)(b) of the Act.  

The public interest 

43. The test is whether in all the circumstances of the case, the public 
interest in maintaining the exemption outweighs the public interest in 
disclosing the information. 

The public interest in the information being disclosed 

44. The Commissioner has considered the public interest arguments in 
favour of the exemption being maintained. The council has outlined its 
view that a disclosure, whilst itself in the public interest as regards 
economic development, would have an overall detrimental effect on the 
public due to the loss to the public revenue and the costs of seeking 
payment of the tax which the charities are liable for.  

45. Effectively money lost through such agreements is money lost to the 
taxpayer, resulting in less funds for the council in order to be able to 
carry out its services, and less funds for central government (which 
takes part of the revenues raised). In the current economic climate the 
loss is significant to both local and central government.   

46. The council recognised that the aim of providing information to 
prospective businesses is laudable and recognised the complainant's 
arguments about the benefits which could arise from releasing the data. 
In balancing of the public interest however the council favoured 
maintaining the exception due to the potential loss to the public purse 
and the effect this might have on the provision of public services.  
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The public interest in the information being disclosed 

47. The central public interest in the information being disclosed relates to 
the benefits which would derive from a disclosure of the information. 
This includes the intended usage of the information which the 
complainant has explained the information could be used for.  

48. The complainant runs an organisation which, working with other 
organisations, provides information to business users on empty business 
properties. Effectively he wishes to provide statistical data and advice on 
the viability of types of businesses in particular properties within 
particular areas. The complainant says that this is partly funded by a 
grant from the EU Open Data Incubator to develop this service.  

49. The Commissioner is not able to take into account of the private 
interests of the applicant in a decision. She is however able to take into 
account the wider consequences of a disclosure of the information, and 
a publication of the data for the purposes outlined by the complainant, 
or any other organisation able to offer similar services, would have 
wider benefits to businesses and communities.  

50. In his request for review the complainant stated to the council:  

“I would ask that you consider that the public interest in economic 
development and improving opportunities for independent businesses 
and entrepreneurs far outweighs any concern that the release of data 
which can identify empty business properties may cause crime.  

Unemployment and economic deprivation are often key to reducing the 
potential for crime. Our intention is to support local economic 
development initiatives through the use of these data.” 

51. Clearly such information will be of use to business owners and would aid 
in the economic development (and redevelopment) of an area. The 
council itself recognises the public interest in the information being 
made available to business users in this manner.  

52. The Commissioner therefore recognises a strong public interest in the 
disclosure of the information due to the effects which the use of the 
disclosed data could be put to. Outside of the direct intentions of the 
complainant there is a public interest in this information being available. 
Even where business owners are not intending to use the complainant's 
service a list of vacant commercial premises within an area will be of use 
to those looking to develop their businesses. The Commissioner also 
notes that some authorities provide this information to potential 
businesses who are looking to move in to an area as part of the services 
they provide.  A disclosure of this sort of information to facilitate 
agreements which will potentially set up future businesses in an area is 
beneficial to all parties.  



Reference: FS50681322   

 12

 

53. Many charities (and through them their beneficiaries) may also benefit 
from forming such agreements with no intention of avoiding paying 
business rates. As stated, the question of whether the relief is due is a 
question of degree and intentions; it is not a clear cut decision. Not all 
charities seeking to form such agreements would effectively be seeking 
to occupy premises in a nominal form only, and those who fully occupy 
the premises benefit the public, their beneficiaries, and also aid in 
redeveloping an area by taking up otherwise vacant premises.  

54. The complainant has also pointed out research: ‘British High Streets: 
from Crisis to Recovery? A Comprehensive Review of the Evidence’ by 
Neil Wrigley and Dionysia Lambiri of the University of Southampton on 
behalf of the Economic & Social Research Council which argues that 
there is a lack of open data on town centre/high street structures which 
affects research into the area as well as local government’s response to 
retail issues on high streets. The complainant argues that this request is 
a step towards adding open data on this available for free. The research 
(at page 4) states: 

“In part, these difficulties reflect the dominance of proprietary research 
on topics which have considerable commercial value, and its 
consequences in terms of a resulting lack of visibility of the true 
spectrum of available research and findings. But, more widely, it also 
reflects: the long slow demise of publically accessible open data’; the 
rise and importance of ‘commercial data’ on town centre/high street 
structures, and the constraints that having to fund use of commercial 
data imposes on research.” 

Conclusions  

55. When considering the public interest arguments in support of an 
exemption applying, the Commissioner can take into account the, 
severity and likelihood of prejudice identified, and this in turn will affect 
the weight attached to the public interest arguments for the exemption 
being maintained. 

56. The Commissioner considers that the public interest arguments in favour 
of disclosure are relatively strong, particularly when combined with the 
fact that so many other local authorities proactively provide this 
information, or at the least have provided it in response to requests. 
She considers that the fact so many other authorities disclose this data 
is also a strong indicator that the impact and the prejudice which the 
council considers will occur is not so great as to cause concern amongst 
other authorities to the extent that they withhold the requested data.  
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57. As stated, there is a balance to be made between the prejudice 
identified by the council and the public benefits identified. On the one 
hand the council has recognised the benefit such a service would bring, 
on the other it has strong concerns that disclosing the information will 
prejudice its ability to collect business rates. It has not however been 
able to demonstrate that it was the previous disclosure of this 
information which led to the rise in such schemes occurring in its area, 
and the information it did provide seems to demonstrate that this was 
an issue of growing importance nationally.  

58. The Commissioner must make her decision based upon the evidence 
presented to her. The Commissioner notes that the opportunity to 
identify vacant commercial premises with a view seeking out the owner 
and offering the opportunity to enter into an agreement already exists. 
The sites suitable for use by the charities are generally going to be 
visible, commercial or retail premises; owners can, in general, be 
identified through Land Registry records (see 
https://www.gov.uk/search-property-information-land-registry). This 
clearly weakens the council’s arguments that the information should be 
withheld on the basis of the prejudice to the effective collection of tax. 
Although there may be many properties where the owners will not be 
known there will be many where this is evident from a visit to the 
property itself. This is not to say however that providing a list would not 
aid in the identification of both the property and the owner for these 
purposes.  

59. Alternatively cases have demonstrated that it is not always the charities 
which seek to implement such schemes, but property owners or third 
parties. The Commissioner accepts that this does not necessarily 
weaken the councils arguments in this respect however where third 
parties are concerned.  

60. Effectively, the ‘proof of the pudding’ is that many other authorities have 
disclosed the information without finding that this would be a significant 
issue. The use of such agreements by charities will not be unusual, and 
the council has not sought to argue that its effects are limited to its area 
alone nor that it is affected to any great degree more than other 
authorities have been.  

61. Whilst the lists may be used for such purposes, the evidence from the 
complainant and from the fact that so many authorities continue to 
disclose the information, is that the likelihood, severity, and or 
frequency of the prejudice caused by this must be fairly low to local 
authorities who actively publish the information. Withholding the 
requested information will not prevent determined individuals from 
being able to set up these schemes, and is unlikely to make the process  
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of setting up such a scheme much more difficult for them. Much, if not 
all of the information they would need is already available from other 
sources.  

62. When balanced against the economic advantages such a disclosure 
might bring about, together with the fact that many genuine charities 
and their beneficiaries may benefit from forming such agreements, the 
Commissioner considers that the public interest in the disclosure of the 
information outweighs the public interest in maintaining the exemption.  

63. The Commissioner’s decision is therefore that the council was not 
correct to apply section 31(1)(d) in this instance.   
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Right of appeal  

64. Either party has the right to appeal against this decision notice to the 
First-tier Tribunal (Information Rights). Information about the appeals 
process may be obtained from:  

First-tier Tribunal (Information Rights) 
GRC & GRP Tribunals,  
PO Box 9300,  
LEICESTER,  
LE1 8DJ  

 
Tel: 0300 1234504  
Fax: 0870 739 5836 
Email: GRC@hmcts.gsi.gov.uk  
Website: www.justice.gov.uk/tribunals/general-regulatory-
chamber  

 
65. If you wish to appeal against a decision notice, you can obtain 

information on how to appeal along with the relevant forms from the 
Information Tribunal website.  

66. Any Notice of Appeal should be served on the Tribunal within 28 
(calendar) days of the date on which this decision notice is sent.  

 
 
 
Signed ………………………………………………  
 
Andrew White 
Group Manager  
Information Commissioner’s Office  
Wycliffe House  
Water Lane  
Wilmslow  
Cheshire  
SK9 5AF  


