
 

 

 

 

 

 
November 2018  
 
 
Freedom of Information Request Reference No: FOI 003699/18 
 
I write in connection with your request for information received by Norfolk Constabulary on the 10th 
October 2018 in which you sought access to the following information: 
 

Could you please provide me with a list of all your unsolved disappearances you have? 
 

Response to your Request 
 
The response provided below is correct as of 23rd October 2018. 
 
Norfolk Constabulary has located the following information as relevant to your request. 
 
Please use the link provided below to access the missing persons page of the Norfolk 
Constabulary website:- 
 
https://www.norfolk.police.uk/news/missing-persons  
 
Under Section 21(1) of the Freedom of Information Act (2000), public authorities are not required to 
provide information that is reasonably accessible to the public by other means; in this case via the 
Norfolk Constabulary website, therefore in accordance with Section 17 of the Freedom of 
Information Act (2000), this serves as a Refusal Notice for this part of your request. 
  
In addition to the above, there are 50 further cases recorded on the Constabulary’s missing person 
database whose whereabouts are unknown, as at 23rd October.  Where the information is already 
in the public domain, please see details below:- 
 
Terry McSpadden, missing since 2nd March 2007 
https://www.norfolk.police.uk/news/cold-cases/terry-mcspadden  
 
Daniel Hall, last seen 25th February 2008 in Thailand 
David Lidgey, missing since June 2011  
Michael Manning, missing since March 2012 
George Vale, missing since 7th September 2018 
 
With regard to the remaining cases, where the details are not in the public domain, the information 
has not been provided due to exemptions within the Act. 
 
Section 17 of the Freedom of Information Act 2000 requires that the Constabulary, when refusing 
to provide information (because the information is exempt) is to provide you with a notice ban 
which:- 
 

(a) States that fact 
(b) Specifies the exemption in question, and 
(c) States (if that would not otherwise be apparent) why the exemption applies. 

 
Section 40 is an absolute, class based exemption and applies to third party personal data.  This 
would not be released under the Freedom of Information Act, unless there is a strong public 

https://www.norfolk.police.uk/news/missing-persons
https://www.norfolk.police.uk/news/cold-cases/terry-mcspadden


interest.  This is because any release would breach the Data Protection Principles contained within 
Article 5(1) of the General Data Protection Regulations (GDPR) and Part 2 of the Data Protection 
Act 2018. 
 
One of the main differences between the Data Protection Act and the Freedom of Information Act 
is that any information released under FOI is released into the public domain, not just to the 
individual requesting the information. As such, any release that identifies an individual through 
releasing their personal data, even third party personal data, is exempted unless there is a strong 
public interest in its release. The public interest is not what interests the public but what benefits 
the community as a whole.  
 
Personal data is defined under the Data Protection Act as data that is biographical in nature, has 
the applicant as its focus and/or affects the data subject’s privacy in his or her personal, 
professional or business life. 
 
Principle (a) of Article 5(1) states that information must be processed fairly, lawfully and in a 
transparent manner.  When considering this principle, we first consider the lawfulness aspect in the 
disclosure.  In this case we consider the Human Rights Act 1998. Each missing person case will be 
regarded individually and any release considered, taking into account all of the circumstances.  
Where an appeal is considered appropriate, in order to locate the missing person, a press release 
will be authorised.  There will be occasions where it is felt that releasing the details will not assist 
an investigation or may in fact hinder enquiries and on these occasions, a press release will not be 
authorised. 
 
With regards to the fairness aspect, the processing of information should be in a manner that 
individuals would reasonably expect, not in a way that could result in unjustified adverse effects on 
them. FOIA disclosures are to the world at large and will remain in the public domain indefinitely. 
Therefore, provision of this information would exceed the original Policing requirement for the 
processing of the information and would not be lawful or fair to the individual in question. The 
Constabulary has a duty to ensure data is processed in accordance with Data Protection 
Legislation. We feel on this occasion, it would not be fair to process this data outside of usual 
policing processes. 
 
The Constabulary considers that the transparency element has been met by the provision of the 
information within the response.  These cases have been considered and public appeals have 
been made. 
 
It is for these reasons that we feel the principle would be breached by this disclosure and the 
Section 40 exemption engaged. We are not obliged to consider any further principle.  
 
 


