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ICO Triennial Review submission 

 

 

Background 
 

The Information Commissioner is grateful for the opportunity to respond to the 
Ministry of Justice’s Call for Evidence in respect of the Triennial Review of the 

Information Commissioner’s Office (ICO). 
 

The ICO was exempted from the first round of Triennial Reviews. The Ministry of 
Justice (MoJ) had ‘outlined the unique position which ICO occupies and the need 

for ICO to be completely independent from Government, as set out in the 
European Data Protection Directive, 95/46 EC’ and, in response, the Cabinet 

Office had agreed ‘to exempt the Information Commissioner’s Office from the 
requirement for triennial reviews’1. 

 
While the constitutional position has not changed, the Commissioner has 

welcomed the current review:  
 

I am confident that the ICO has a good story to tell – very much at the 

centre of events around information rights. But we must always listen to 
our stakeholders and we can always learn from the best. I look forward to 

exploring the best ways of delivering information rights for citizens and 
consumers, while working with organisations and businesses to meet 

statutory obligations efficiently and effectively.2 
 

Over the past weeks, the ICO has worked closely with the MoJ Triennial Review 
team to explain what we do, and why and how we do it. We have joined in a 

series of exercises to help illuminate the various options for the future. 
 

This submission is the ICO’s formal and public response to the questions 
contained in the MoJ’s call for evidence. 

 

                                       
1
 14 July 2011 

2
 25 November 2014 https://ico.org.uk/about-the-ico/news-and-events/news-and-blogs/2014/11/ico-response-to-the-

ministry-of-justice-s-announcement-of-their-triennial-review-of-the-information-commissioner-s-office/ 
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Q1 With regard to the ICO’s functions to enforce and oversee the 

following:  
 

•Freedom of Information Act 2000 
•Data Protection Act 1998 

•Environmental Information Regulations 2004 
•Privacy and Electronic Communications Regulations 2003 

•INSPIRE Regulations 2009 
 

(a) Do you consider, in relation to any or all of the above, that the 
provision of their services to individual users and to organisations 

remains necessary?  Please explain your reasons for your answer. 
 

The ICO is in the information rights business, upholding information rights in the 
public interest, promoting openness by public bodies and data privacy for 

individuals - the right to privacy and the right to know. We aim to be an 

‘authoritative arbiter of information rights’ (to quote from our Mission and Vision 
statements)3 , delivering high-quality, relevant and timely outcomes, responsive 

and outward-looking in our approach, and with committed and high-performing 
staff – a model of good regulation and a great place to work and develop’.  

 
Such an approach to information rights is essential, and can only grow in 

importance, as technology and online services make more and more services 
available – to individual citizens and consumers, to businesses and organisations, 

and to public authorities and governments, in the UK, in Europe, and around the 
world. 

 
Fuller exposition of the ICO’s understanding of the raison d’etre for an 

independent authoritative arbiter may be found in the Commissioner’s 
introduction to the ICO’s corporate plan4 and, most recently, in the 

Commissioner’s Roscoe Lecture5. To quote from the lecture: 

 
In answer to the question ‘what are information rights for?’ I’d say the 

debates around the right to privacy and the right to know are of central 

                                       
3
 https://ico.org.uk/about-the-ico/our-information/mission-and-vision/ 

 
4
 https://ico.org.uk/media/about-the-ico/documents/1042180/ico-corporate-plan-2014-17.pdf 

 
5
 https://ico.org.uk/about-the-ico/news-and-events/news-and-blogs/2015/01/christopher-graham-delivers-liverpool-

john-moores-universitys-roscoe-lecture/ 
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importance to the way we live in the 21st century in a modern liberal 

democracy.  And finding the balance when those rights are in conflict 
provides part of the answer to my other question, what is the Information 

Commissioner for? 
 

More technically, the Information Commissioner is the UK’s data protection 
authority under the terms of the Data Protection Directive 95/46 EC which 

requires each member state to provide for such a regulator – which must operate 
‘with complete independence’ from government and others. In addition to being 

a data protection authority under the Data Protection Act 1998 and the Privacy 
and Electronic Communications Regulations 2003 (PECR), the Information 

Commissioner is also charged with overseeing the access to information 
obligations contained in the Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA) and 

subsequent regulations pertaining to environmental information, under the terms 
of Directive 2003/4 EC. 

 

Not only does the need for an independent arbiter for these matters continue, 
but the added value that the ICO brings, as an integrated information rights 

regulator, should not be lightly dismissed. A single regulator for information 
rights makes more natural and logical the balancing, in the public interest, of the 

right to privacy and the right to know. There are very often data protection 
factors to be taken into account in deciding on FOIA requests – and, similarly, a 

freedom of information dimension to some Data Protection Act decisions. Without 
the ICO as the single regulator of information rights, that necessary balance 

would have to be achieved in the courts as one regulator decided on data 
protection and another on freedom of information. This would be a recipe for 

additional cost and confusion. To quote once again from the Commissioner’s 
recent lecture: 

 
The ICO is able to address both aspects of a case within the one 

organisation. That is a good model, and one that is being adopted 

elsewhere as other countries introduce information rights legislation, 
adding an access to information law to an existing data protection regime6 

or legislating for the right to privacy where the right to know is already 
established7. It must be more efficient to have these issues resolved within 

                                       
6
 Countries where FOI has been added to a data protection commissioner’s responsibilities include Germany, Switzerland, 

Poland, some Canadian provinces, e.g. Ontario, British Columbia, Alberta 

 
7
 Slovenia 
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a single body than to establish separate regulators for rights that are so 

interdependent.  
 

In addition, the single information rights regulator that is the ICO is well placed 
to take on additional responsibilities for, for example, adjudicating on disputes 

over use of public sector information under the Public Sector Information (PSI) 
Directive, or in the field of Open Data. 

 
Finally, rather than creating more ‘quangos’, the purpose of Triennial Review is 

surely to reduce the number overall through a process of rigorous challenge. 
Where synergies of function and efficiencies in delivery point to a single body 

being best able to deliver a range of inter-related outcomes, the issue for the 
later stages of the Review should be how best such responsibilities can be 

organised within a single body. 
 

(b) Do you consider that services provided by the ICO in these areas 

could be improved? Please explain your reasons for your answer. 
 

The ICO is always looking for ways to improve our services. Last year, the ICO’s 
Towards a 2020 Vision for the ICO process8 involved a major consultation with 

stakeholders, designed to ready the organisation for change. By being agile and 
responsive, we have been able to improve our services and reduce our costs – 

delivering ‘better for less’ in many areas of the business. 
 

For example, 
 

• We have streamlined our processes for dealing with FOI complaints. Over 

the past five years, we have dealt with more cases year on year, issued 

more decision notices and handled more appeals – all despite a 30% 

reduction in funding.  

• On data protection, we now process all registrations online with significant 

savings. We have introduced process changes to the way we deal with data 

protection cases that enable us to focus on the most important issues. We 

are taking risk based enforcement action in more cases than ever before 

and we work with other organisations whenever possible. 

                                       
8
 https://ico.org.uk/about-the-ico/consultations/looking-ahead-staying-ahead-towards-a-2020-vision-for-information-

rights/ 
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• We have launched an improved website with clearer navigation and an 

improved search facility. 

• Internationally, the ICO is increasing its influence and extending its reach 

to better protect UK citizens and organisations through coordinated advice, 

audits and enforcement action. 

We continually engage with our stakeholders and use research to help us 

understand their expectations of us and discover how we can better meet their 
needs. In this context we have welcomed the Triennial Review as another way of 

identifying those areas where we may need to do better. The ICO is listening 
and, as always, will respond to the challenges identified by this exercise. 

However, our plans for the future already include: 
 

• Providing the public with better and more timely information on new 

threats to the security of their personal information and how they can 

protect themselves against information rights risk. 

• Seeking out and acting on opportunities to work with others to amplify our 

guidance to organisations and our messages to individuals. 

• Taking a fully coordinated approach to promoting proportionate data 

protection compliance in the SME sector including the development of 

straightforward self-assessment tools. 

• Getting ready for increased enforcement of PECR once the restrictions on 

our ability to impose monetary penalties are lifted  

• Delivering compulsory audits in the health sector. 

• Reviewing how well placed we are to respond to the speed and impact of 

technological developments with a view to increasing our capability in this 

area. 

We have also identified areas where we could improve ICO services if changes 
were made to the legislative framework in which we have to work. For example, 

commencement of legislative provisions on unauthorised disclosure of personal 
information (s55 Data Protection Act); action on enhanced enforcement powers 

for the criminal destruction of requested material (s77 FOIA); and lowering the 

threshold for nuisance calls penalties (PECR). We have also been making the 
case for extending the power of compulsory audit. These changes should be 

priorities for the next administration following the General Election in May. 
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There is certainly more the ICO could do to promote transparency and 

compliance with FOIA if front line FOI services were better funded. Grant-in-aid 
from MoJ has been progressively cut in recent years and, as a result, the ICO is 

not able to provide the same level of advice and guidance that registration fees 
fund on the data protection side of the business.  

 
It is undoubtedly the case that the overall burden of FOI across the public service 

could be lower if the ICO could get on the front foot instead of being limited to a 
purely reactive approach to compliance. A more proactive ICO would be able to 

offer good practice visits, seminars and conferences for FOI practitioners in the 
same way that it does for data protection practitioners (who are often the same 

people anyway). The ICO would like to be able to put in place the same sort of 
performance reporting and compliance monitoring that the Scottish Information 

Commissioner, supported by the Scottish Parliament, applies to Scottish public 
authorities carrying out devolved functions. Similarly, the Scottish Information 

Commissioner’s ‘self-assessment tool kit’ for Scottish public authorities is 

something that the ICO would gladly replicate for UK public authorities – if we 
had the resources to spend on the FOI side of the business. Better informed and 

better trained public authorities would not only save themselves money, but also 
render unnecessary the ICO’s costly investigations of poorly framed responses to 

requests for information – and deliver a better service to citizens as a result. 
 

(c) Do you consider that services provided by the ICO could be delivered 
differently? Please explain your reasons for your answer, including any 

examples from other regulators or comparable international bodies. 
 

As in our answer to Q1(b) above, the ICO is not afraid to change the way we do 
things and we will respond to ideas emerging from the Triennial Review exercise. 

 
Over the past five years, for example, we have increased the number of staff 

authorised to sign FOI decision notices and built quality checking into the 

process. This has significantly reduced turnaround times and now 90% of cases 
are closed within six months. We responded to the increase in nuisance call 

complaints by developing a simple on-line reporting tool to enable individuals to 
let us know their concerns. We dealt with over 200,000 concerns last year.   

 
We have continuously modernised the way we engage with the public, developing 

new digital services to support those who need to register/ notify under the Data 
Protection Act and enabling those who need our advice to access it in ever more 

efficient ways. This enabled us to deal with over 400,000 data controllers last 
year. 
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We have developed the capacity to deal with between 10% and 15% more callers 

to our Helpline year on year without increasing the cost of the service. We have 
developed our website to allow over half a million customers each year to pay for 

registrations, report concerns and ask us for advice. Our commitment to digital 
services has also reduced our transaction costs for these services by over 39%. 

 
Going forward, in addition to the plans mentioned above, we are encouraging 

good data protection practice by introducing a privacy seals framework whereby 
the ICO will endorse one or more schemes to award privacy seals or ‘kitemarks’ 

to businesses that demonstrably deliver good data protection practice. We are, 
though, looking for a change in the legal framework to enable us to recover our 

costs from the schemes we endorse. In addition to funding compulsory data 
protection audits from registration fees where personal information is at greatest 

risk, we also want to be able to charge on a cost recovery basis for consensual 
audits and good practice visits. 

 

An application fee for appeals to the Tribunal would perhaps serve to discourage 
appeals that seek to re-run requests where there is, in fact, no legal point to 

argue. Alternatively, the right of appeal could simply be restricted to cases where 
there is a genuine point of law at issue. The ICO should also be able to deduct 

our costs from the Civil Monetary Penalties we pay over to the Consolidated 
Fund. At present, the ICO cannot even retain the costs of the extensive legal 

work involved in imposing and collecting the fine, let alone the costs of 
investigating the incident. 

 
The most fundamental change facing the ICO will be the implementation of the 

upcoming EU Data Protection Regulation. The legislation could be finalised during 
2015 with full implementation in 2017. We have been readying the organisation 

for the demands of the new EU regime. Although the details are still to be finally 
agreed, it is clear that data protection authorities will face substantial additional 

obligations, not least in prior checking of risky processing and approval of 

international transfers as well as in securing compliance with the additional 
obligations imposed on data controllers. The ICO will also need to contribute to 

the new ‘one-stop shop’ consistency mechanism and can anticipate considerable 
extra burden as the ICO will be ‘lead authority’ for the many international players 

that have the UK as their ‘country of main establishment’. The ICO is already well 
across the issues raised by the emerging texts and is well placed to respond to 

the new requirements. 
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Q2 Is the independence of the ICO best supported by reporting to 

Parliament or to a government department such as the Ministry of 
Justice? Please explain your reasons for your views 

 
Formally, the Commissioner reports to Parliament. The ICO’s Annual Report and 

Accounts are laid before Parliament and the Commissioner and senior colleagues 
appear from time to time before appropriate Westminster committees. The ICO’s 

sponsor relationship with the Ministry of Justice (MoJ) arises from MoJ’s policy 
responsibility for the legislation which the ICO supervises and applies. The ICO’s 

FOI work is funded by grant-in-aid from MoJ. The Lord Chancellor and other 
Justice Ministers speak and answer for the ICO in Parliament. 

 
The ICO’s necessary independence is recognised in the Framework Agreement 

signed by the MoJ and the Commissioner9. It would, however, be wrong to say 
that the sponsor relationship with the MoJ is designed ‘to support the 

Commissioner’s independence’. Indeed, the relationship can be tested; for 

example, when budgets are being set or when the Commissioner’s statutory 
responsibilities bring him up against MoJ interests, either as a data controller 

under the Data Protection Act or a public authority under FOIA. 
 

The issues to be considered are not simply how best to guarantee the ICO’s 
necessary independence, but also how best to manifest that independence. 

Parliamentary Select Committees, including the Justice Committee10, have 
repeatedly called for the Commissioner to be made ‘an Officer of Parliament’ and 

for the ICO to report to Parliament through a Select Committee, rather than 
through MoJ.  Most recently, the Public Administration Select Committee 

suggested that the Commissioner should be one of the ‘constitutional watchdogs’ 
which the Committee thought should report to Parliament through them11. The 

commissioner as an ‘officer of parliament’ or equivalent is indeed the model for 
information commissioners in many other jurisdictions including, close to home, 

the constitutional status of the Scottish Information Commissioner in relation to 

the Scottish Parliament. 

                                       
9
  https://ico.org.uk/media/about-the-ico/documents/2770/framework_agreement_moj_ico.pdf 

 
10

  Recommendations 5 and 6 “Justice Committee: The functions, powers and resources of the Information Commissioner 

– Ninth Report of Session 2012-2013” 

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201213/cmselect/cmjust/962/962.pdf 

    
11

  Recommendation 19 “Public Administration Select Committee: Who’s accountable? Relationships between 

Government and arm’s length bodies – First Report of Session 2014-15” 

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201415/cmselect/cmpubadm/110/110.pdf 
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Much of the ICO’s work may, on the face of it, appear to have little to do with 

Parliament once legislation has been passed. The ICO’s enforcement of the Data 
Protection Act or PECR often involves commercial, rather than public sector 

players. But the citizen’s ‘fundamental right to data protection’, as well as rights 
of access to public information, are perhaps most appropriately overseen by 

Parliament. This is particularly the case where big Whitehall projects are likely to 
dominate the policy agenda - public service reform, data sharing, surveillance, 

Open Data, Big Data, research. Designating the Commissioner as an Officer of 
Parliament would underline the ICO’s all-important independence from 

government and avoid any appearance of conflict of interest in its dealings with 
departments. 

 
Whether or not the Commissioner becomes an Officer of Parliament, the ICO 

would still need to work closely with MoJ and other departments on the 
information rights policy agenda and a day to day reporting link to an appropriate 

Whitehall department would still be needed (presumably MoJ). For the ICO to do 

its job while working closely with government, however, the ICO should be 
allowed an appropriate degree of operational freedom rather than being 

subjected to controls more obviously necessary for a traditional non-
departmental public body or arms-length body. 

 
Whether or not there is a move to ‘Officer of Parliament’ status, the 

Commissioner’s Annual Report to Parliament should perhaps be followed by a 
hearing before the relevant select committee. While there have been hearings of 

this kind before the Justice Committee, in addition to appearances in connection 
with the Committee’s various specific inquiries, these have not been the regular 

annual fixture that is appropriate for ensuring proper scrutiny and accountability 
to Parliament. 

 
While thinking about constitutions, a further question was raised in the report of 

the Leveson Inquiry into press standards which recommended that consideration 

be given to reconstituting the ICO as a commission with commissioners in place 
of the model of the Commissioner as a ‘corporation sole’. The ICO’s view of this 

proposal may be found in our response to the Leveson report12. 
 

                                       
12

https://ico.org.uk/media/about-the-ico/consultation-

responses/2013/2154/ico_response_to_leveson_report_012013.pdf 
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The ICO’s performance is overseen by an advisory Management Board, 

comprising the Executive Team of senior managers sitting alongside four non-
executive members, appointed by the Commissioner. The Board was introduced 

to provide best practice corporate governance, performance review, and strategic 
challenge. The Board has an Audit Committee and a Remuneration Committee, 

comprising only non-executive members. The ICO’s management and corporate 
governance arrangements are subject to regular review by our internal auditors 

(currently Grant Thornton) and are, of course, also subject to inspection by the 
National Audit Office. 

 
It would be wrong to think that that Commissioner’s statutory powers and 

responsibilities are exercised without a process of policy development and 
strategy involving expert staff. The same process of collective decision making 

would be required whether the formal decisions were in the name of a single 
Commissioner (as now) or a commission of commissioners. If individual members 

of a commission of commissioners were, in some way, to 'represent' different 

sectors (as suggested by Leveson in the case of the media) the commission 
would need to be sizeable and to meet frequently. This could be a recipe for 

delays and politicking.  
 

As the Commissioner said in his recent lecture: 
 

We have many, many stakeholders. We listen to them. We will continue to 
work hard to understand and respond to their concerns. But this does not 

mean that their specific interests should be directly represented within a 
board of commissioners. 

 
The ICO is certainly open to new ways of listening to our stakeholders. Having 

established a technology reference panel to advise on digital developments, we 
are considering establishing other information rights advisory panels to engage 

interested stakeholders on a more regular basis and to listen to their views and 

perspectives in the fast-moving field of information rights. 
   

However, we continue to believe that the ‘Commissioner as corporation sole’ 
model, combined with best practice corporate governance arrangements, works 

well. In the event of a vacancy in office or the Commissioner being unable to act, 
for any reason, full statutory powers and duties pass to the deputy 

commissioners, so there is no question of a hiatus.  
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The alternative structure of a commission with several commissioners would not 

offer any obvious advantages. Rather, the experience of other similar regulatory 
bodies is that investing the statutory functions in a Board rather than in a single 

Commissioner can lead to confusion – and, most certainly, unnecessary 
additional complication and cost. 

 
Q3 With continually changing technology, an increased use of social 

media and the internet, do you believe the ICO will continue to be fit for 
purpose? 

 
The terms of the question itself only underline the importance of the UK having 

an effective information rights regulator. The ICO exists to uphold information 
rights in the public interest, promoting openness by public bodies and data 

privacy for individuals. But, just as the need for the ICO becomes ever greater, 
so do the challenges. The ICO is aware that it needs always to be 

 

• Alert and aware 

• Engaged 

• Open to change 

• Relevant 

• Technologically well informed 

• Comfortable itself about using the new channels 

It should be clearly stated, however, that the ICO’s ability to continue to deliver 

against these desirables depends crucially on our having the necessary resources 

and an appropriate and sustainable funding model. We deal with the funding 
point in answer to Q4 below. 

 
Alert and aware 

 
The ICO is outward looking and works hard to keep abreast of developments in 

the fast moving world of data and information rights. We have a Strategic Liaison 
Department dedicated to keeping in touch with our key stakeholders. We are well 

networked in the UK and play a leading role in key international fora, including 
the Article 29 Working Party of EU Data Protection Authorities and the technology 

focused International Working Group on Data Protection in Telecommunications. 
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Engaged 

 
The ICO sees the importance of being on top of the changes and challenges that 

are driven by technology – changes in service delivery models, for example, or in 
approaches to information sharing, and the development of new commercial 

products and services. 
 

Open to change 
 

The ICO has reorganised internally and re-thought processes in order to match 
resources to the growing demand for our services. We have modernised our 

notification system to be able to accept registration payments online. We know 
that the introduction of the EU Data Protection Regulation will involve further 

significant change for the ICO. 
 

Relevant 

 
The office is consulted and involved by government and other stakeholders on a 

wide range of policy developments. The ICO’s opinion matters – and is seen to 
matter. 

 
Technologically well informed 

 
The ICO recruited a technology-specialist Group Manager in 2011 to lead a small 

expert team of advisers. In addition, the ICO has appointed a Technology 
Reference Panel of specialists to advise the ICO on the impact on information 

rights of a wide range of emerging technologies. Our plans for the coming year 
include a review of how we deliver technological expertise across the ICO with a 

view to expanding our capacity in this important area.  
 

Comfortable itself about using the new channels  

 
The ICO itself uses new media channels and social media to reach audiences. We 

are on Twitter and Facebook. We have renewed our website to make it as easy to 
use as possible. We have 32,500 subscribers to our e-newsletter. We blog about 

the latest technologies, and conduct webinars to explain our approach to issues 
and challenges. We are in the course of reviewing our digital strategy. 

 
In the light of the ICO’s response to the developments of the past few years, the 

public can have confidence that the office will continue to respond and adapt. 
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Q4 Do you have any additional comments you would like to submit as 

evidence to the review? 
 

However the ICO is to be constituted, its independence underpinned, and its 
accountability to Parliament delivered, a sustainable funding model is needed for 

a future role which is going to be no less busy and demanding than heretofore. 
 

Virement between data protection and FOI income for expenditure on front-line 
services is not permitted by the Data Protection Act or under HM Treasury rules. 

It has been particularly difficult to manage the ICO’s finances in the face of 
expanding demands for our services on the data protection side combined with 

year-on-year cuts in grant-in-aid for FOI from the Ministry of Justice. The 
juggling involved in managing the parallel funding streams has sometimes had 

perverse effects. 
 

In his recent Roscoe lecture, the Commissioner observed: 

 
FOI is funded by a grant-in-aid from the Ministry of Justice – and the grant 

has been cut every year since I’ve been Commissioner. One of the 
attractions of reporting directly to Parliament is that the ICO could break 

free from the purse strings of the Ministry of Justice – and its apron strings 
too. 

 
The ICO has been reviewing the different ways in which equivalent regulators are 

funded. We proposed an information rights fee paid to the ICO by both data 
controllers and public authorities to fund the ICO’s work across the board, both 

data protection and FOI. This has met with the objection from HM Treasury that 
such an arrangement would constitute a tax on private sector operators to pay 

for a public function and, additionally, that it would be wrong to levy parts of the 
public service to fund other public sector responsibilities. Unless these objections 

can be overcome, it will still be necessary to fund the ICO’s FOI work from grant-

in-aid. 
 

Recent decisions by HM Treasury, supported by the National Audit Office, have 
permitted some loading of ICO expenditure in respect of overheads and back 

office spending onto data protection income rather than FOI grant-in-aid. This 
has greatly eased the pressure on the shrinking grant-in-aid for FOI which, until 

this change of approach, had had to bear a proportion of the overall costs of the 
office in addition to the front line costs of delivering the FOI part of the business. 
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Fees paid by data controllers are still the best way to pay for data protection. A 

three tier fee would better recognise the realities of big organisations with little 
data processing on the one hand and small organisations with big data 

processing operations on the other.  
 

A challenge to the future viability of the ICO comes from the proposed EU Data 
Protection Regulation which would remove the obligation on data controllers to 

notify under the Data Protection Act. Registration fees fund the data protection 
side of the business and an alternative means of funding the ICO will be needed. 

In order to operate the new Regulation, with the very specific obligations it 
places on data controllers and data protection authorities alike, Parliament will 

need to legislate for the necessary resourcing of the ICO’s data protection 
functions. This should continue to involve the payment of appropriate fees to 

fund the ICO. On the polluter pays principle, different tiers of fee should 
recognise the different size of organisations and the different scale of their 

processing of personal information. Where additional duties that do not impact on 

the majority of data controllers are laid on the ICO by legislation, additional 
funding should be either by a specific levy on those on whom the obligations fall, 

or by grant-in-aid from the relevant Department. 
 

In the light of all these challenges, in particular the need for the UK to be 
prepared for the new EU data protection regime ushered in by the proposed 

Regulation, it will be essential for the recruitment process for identifying the next 
Information Commission to proceed smoothly in the next Parliament. The present 

incumbent’s already extended term ends on 28 June 2016. 
 

Finally, the ICO stands ready to assist the Triennial Review team with any further 
enquiries. 

 
 

 

16 January 2015 
 

 
 


