
 

 

Request for Internal Review 5063/16 

 

Exemption 

 

Section 30 (1)(a)(b) 

Section 40 (2) 

 

The information request contains third party information, and while some of the information could 

be redacted we consider that Section 40(2) still applies to it. Section 40 (2) is an absolute and class 

based exemption if to release the information would breach the third party’s data protection rights.  

In this case to release this personal information would not constitute fair processing of the data and 

therefore would breach the first of the principles within the Data Protection Act 1998. As this 

exemption is class based I am not required to identify the harm in disclosure and in this instance I 

believe that the right to privacy outweighs any public interest in release. 

Harm 

 

At the time the information was originally requested, the investigation was on-going and therefore 

there was a strong public interest that information concerning the case was not released into the 

public domain as this may have impeded any future proceedings. However, the investigation into the 

allegation is now closed and we have announced that no further police action will follow. Although 

this response should be based on the time your request was originally submitted, this public interest 

test will take the further developments into consideration.  

 

There is an on-going civil proceeding regarding this case and the Coroner has announced an inquest 

into Mr Townshend’s death. We would not want to release information into the public domain that 

could harm these proceedings, or harm any future criminal proceedings that may arise. 

 

Public interest in disclosure 

 

Mr Townshend was a public official and is therefore held to a higher level of scrutiny/ conduct than 

other individuals. He occupied a position of trust and was responsible for making decisions that had 

considerable impact on the people of Coventry. The release of information about the investigation 

would satisfy the public interest that an investigation into any allegations of misconduct was 

conducted properly. This could help to promote public trust in the WMP by providing transparency, 

and demonstrating openness and accountability. 

Disclosure of specific details about the case, in particular a summary of the disclosure schedule   

could allow the public to be satisfied that the investigation has been conducted efficiently and 

appropriately. It would also show that public funds were being used effectively. 

 

The disclosure of information may encourage members of the public to come forward with 

information pertaining to the case. As outlined in your request for internal review, if this happened it 

could help establish the truth and further the interests of justice.  

 



 

 

Public interest in non-disclosure  

 

The factors against release, outlined in the previous response (299/16) are still relevant. West 

Midlands Police need to be allowed to carry out investigations effectively away from public scrutiny 

until such times as the details need to be made public. While WMP have announced that there will 

be no further action, there are still on-going investigations which may bring new evidence to light. 

We would not want to release information that could impede any future criminal proceedings. 

Where the current or future law enforcement role of the force may be compromised by the release 

of information, this is unlikely to be in the interest of the public.  

 

It is the role of the Police to conduct investigations into allegations of criminal actions. We would not 

want to encourage members of the public to conduct their own investigation into this case. 

Revealing a summary of the disclosure schedule would release specific information collected for the 

purposes of an investigation and would undermine the role of the police.   

 

As outlined in the previous response (299/16), revealing details pertaining to the investigation may 

harm the public confidence in WMP. We want to reassure the public that information gathered 

during the course of an investigation will be handled responsibly and not routinely divulged into the 

public domain. We would not want to disclose relevant information that may result in individuals 

being less willing to co-operate in the existing proceedings or any future criminal proceedings.  

 

Balance 

The reasons for the disclosure of information have been taken into consideration. Mr Townshend 

was a public official and his behaviour is subject to a higher level of scrutiny than a private individual. 

WMP have investigated the allegations of fraud and have concluded that no police action will follow. 

Therefore we acknowledge that there is a public interest in information regarding the investigation 

being released into the public domain.  

 

However, the release of a summary of the disclosure schedule would not shed any light on the 

reason as to why no police action is to follow. In the information requested there is no indication 

that the criminal investigation has not been conducted properly, and if anyone believes this to be 

the case, there are set avenues to appeal. 

 

There are on-going cases in relation to Mr Townshend’s case. There are civil legal proceedings  and 

the Coroner has announced an inquest into his death. Either of these proceedings could uncover 

information which may impact on the criminal investigation and cause it to re-open. We would not 

want to put information into the public domain that could impact any current investigations or 

hamper any future criminal proceedings. 

 

There is a strong and significant public interest in protecting police investigations. Do not believe 

that the public interest is served by disclosing information that makes it more difficult for WMP to 

command the public confidence it needs to carry out its work effectively. 


