
 
 
 
Freedom of Information Request Reference N o: FOI 007037-17 
 
I write in connection with your request for information received by Suffolk Constabulary on the 30 
October 2017 in which you sought access to the following information: 
 
“I am requesting, under the Freedom of Information Act, the full report by East Midlands Special 
Operations Unit into Suffolk Police’s investigation into the disappearance of Corrie Mckeague. 
I understand this was disclosed to Suffolk Police in October 2017.” 

 
Response to your Request 
 
The response provided below is correct as of 30 October 2017 
 
Suffolk Constabulary has considered your request for information and the response is below.    
 
The report by East Midlands Special Operations Unit (EMSOU) regarding the investigation into 
the disappearance of Corrie McKeague, is attached.  
 
The investigation is ongoing and subsequently, one could argue that the application of Section 30 
would be appropriate for the entirety of the report, more importantly owing to the fact that the 
Constabulary would not wish to jeopardise any future stages of this investigation.  
 
However, with the above said, it is recognised that this is a unique case and the Constabulary 
has provided information via official media reports regarding the investigation. In general terms, 
such in-depth information as provided within the redacted report, would not ordinarily be provided 
especially during a live investigation. Given the exceptionality of this investigation, the 
Constabulary has provided information over and above standard expectations, in an attempt to 
ensure the review is correctly understood and to offer reassurances that the Constabulary is and 
continues to, undertake a thorough methodical investigation.   
 
The report contains a series of redactions, which can be identified where (…) appears in replace 
of text. Each line or word of text that has been removed is annotated by an appropriate 
exemption stamp in order to substantiate the application of the redaction.  
 
Section 1 of the Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA) places two duties on public authorities. 
Unless exemptions apply, the first duty at s1(1)(a) is to confirm or deny whether the information 
specified in a request is held. The second duty at s1 (1)(b) is to disclose information that has 
been confirmed as being held.  
 
Section 17 of the Freedom of Information Act 2000 requires that Suffolk Constabulary, when 
refusing to provide such information (because the information is exempt) is to provide you the 
applicant with a notice ban which: 
 



 
 
(a) States that fact 
(b) Specifies the exemption(s) in question and  
(c) States (if that would not otherwise be apparent ) why the exemption(s) applies. 
 
The information is exempt from disclosure by virtue of the following exemptions; 
 
Section 40(2)(a)(b) – Personal Data, by virtue of S ection 40(3)(a)(i) 
Section 30(1)(b) – Investigations 
Section 31(1)(a) – Law Enforcement 
Section 43(2)   – Commercial Interests 
 
Section 40 is an absolute and class based exemption and there is no requirement to consider the 
public interest.  
 
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 1998 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. 
 
When considering the application of the Section 40 exemption, there are effectively two steps we 
must follow: firstly whether the information constitutes personal data and secondly, whether 
disclosure of that personal data would be in breach of the data protection principles. The 
evaluation of the information to establish the general expectations of individuals is complex. In 
establishing information that falls within the definition of personal data, we have applied 
redactions to those occasions where we consider disclosure would breach the Data Protection 
Act (DPA). 
 
There are a number of reasons for the application of this exemption, including information relating 
to Corrie himself, witnesses and officers. The redactions are applicable for differing reasons 
under the DPA as explained in detail below. 
 
With respect information pertaining to Corrie himself, it is noted that his name is widely available 
in the public domain and there has not to date, been any objections to this. Considering the first 
data protection principle, fair and lawful processing, at least one of the conditions in schedule 2 
must be met, for the purpose of FOI the only applicable condition would be number 6, legitimate 



 
 
interests. This states that the processing is necessary for the legitimate purposes of either the 
Data Controller or the requester as long as the disclosure does not prejudice the rights and 
freedoms or legitimate interests of the data subject. It can be considered that Corrie and his 
family would have an expectation that his name would be disclosed, especially as the request 
itself makes reference to him. It would also be justified to disclose his name based on the high 
public interest in this case and to ensure transparency, the provision of his name is proportionate.  
 
With that said, there are other aspects of his personal life within this report that, regardless of 
whether they have been disclosed previously, have been redacted. The argument concerning the 
legitimate interests has already been considered above; however there is reduced proportionality 
in disclosing information additional to his name alone.  
 
It can still be argued that the provision of the information would promote transparency; however 
we can argue that has been accomplished by the provision of the redacted report. The argument 
would therefore be weighted on whether it would be fair in all the circumstances, to disclose 
information concerning Corrie over and above his name alone.  Everyone has a right of respect 
for their private life which can only be restricted in specified circumstances, including the 
prevention and detection of crime. If a public authority impedes this right, it can only do so where 
the interference is necessary, pursues a legitimate aim and is proportionate to that aim. Any 
information published concerning Corrie has been done so with a view to assisting with our 
investigation, processing personal information under FOI is for a very different purpose. Article 8 
is a qualified right which can be interfered with in order to protect the rights of other people or the 
public interest. We would consider that the public interest has been met by the provision of a 
redacted report and the information concerning the data subject’s private life would therefore not 
be fair.   
 
Consideration also has to be given to the schedule 3 conditions for any information that can be 
categorised as sensitive personal information. The only likely conditions are that at parts 1 and 5 
relating to consent or that the individual has made steps to make the information publicly 
available. There is no evidence of this being the case and therefore disclosure of sensitive 
personal data would be in breach of the first data protection principle. 
 
Any account provided by witnesses will undoubtedly be redacted, as this relates to their personal 
recollections and would identify their involvement within the case. Third parties would have an 
expectation that information provided by them, including their names, would be protected, 
ensuring their anonymity and reassurance that their information would not be further processed 
without their explicit consent. Disclosure under FOI would therefore breach the first data 
protection principle as it would not be fair to provide the information redacted.  
 
The names of the officers concerned with the investigation have also been removed from the 
disclosure. A similar approach in considering the DPA principles is required, but it is recognised 



 
 
that there will be less weight in the argument of the legitimate interests. The report has been 
commissioned by the Constabulary in order to specifically identify any gaps in the investigation in 
order to facilitate new lines of enquiry.  A disclosure into the public domain must be necessary in 
order to meet the public interest.  The provision of the rank of an officer involved will confirm to 
the public that appropriate seniority has been utilised throughout the investigation process, 
however the addition of a name will add no extra weight. In the 2008 case concerning the 
‘Corporate Officer of the House of Commons’ v the ‘Information Commissioner’, the high court 
states “’necessary’ in Schedule 2 condition 6 meant that there must be a pressing social need for 
disclosure. The request asks for the report itself and the addition of officers names will not add to 
the reports focus. Therefore I consider the legitimate interests have been met by the provision of 
the rank of the officers involved, within a redacted report.  
 
The Constabulary considers it would be reasonable to disclosure Corries name, but the names or 
witnesses, officers and information concerning Corrie’s private life, has been redacted under the 
Section 40(2) exemption.   
 
Section 30 is a qualified class-based exemption and there is a requirement to conduct a public 
interest test in the information being disclosed. 
 
Sections 31 and 43 are qualified and prejudice based exemptions and there is a requirement to 
consider the harm in the information being disclosed, and conduct a public interest test.  
 
Harm 
 
The disclosure of the information redacted due to the exemption at Section 31, confirms detailed 
information and evidence as to the way in which the Constabulary conducts investigations. There 
is a clear risk that harm may be caused by disclosing the capabilities and strengths/weaknesses 
of the Constabulary with regards Law Enforcement. 
 
It is not a matter of routine for information to be so publicly disclosed concerning the reviews 
commissioned specifically to ascertain whether there are any additional lines of enquiry or gaps 
in the investigation. The report identifies information specifically relating to each procedural 
aspect of an investigation, identifying sensitive operational tactics concerning investigation 
objectives. This includes investigative actions necessary to efficiently achieve specified objectives 
whilst accounting for factors such as resources, necessity and proportionality.   The report 
contains detailed information concerning search, forensic and investigative strategies. 
Notwithstanding the fact this all relates to an ongoing investigation, such practices are 
transferable across investigations. Disclosure therefore allowing for strategically sensitive details 
being put into the public domain, leading to harm caused to this, future and other force 
investigations.   
 



 
 
It is for the above reasons that Section 31 is engaged. 
 
The disclosure of information as a result of the exemption at Section 43, relates to information 
that was supplied to the Constabulary by the company in order to undertake an effective and 
thorough investigation. The information is also redacted with the Section 30 exemption, owing to 
the principle requirement of the Constabulary to hold the information for an investigative purpose.   
 
With that said, the information we have removed is that which, on consultation with the relevant 
organisations, have confirmed that the information would not be suitable for public consumption 
as it would be likely to disrupt their effective management of waste products, weakening their 
position by revealing market-sensitive information of potential usefulness to competitors.  
 
It is for the above response that Section 43 is engaged.  
 
Factors Favouring Disclosure – Section 30 
 
The investigation into the disappearance of Corrie McKeague has been widely reported on in the 
media, with the Constabulary maintaining an open and transparent approach throughout. 
Provision of the information could offer greater public understanding as to the steps taken so far 
to locate Corrie, allowing for informed public scrutiny of the decisions made, leading to greater 
public confidence. It could also help dispel rumour, speculation and falsehoods in the public 
domain. The provision of the report will provide public oversight of strategies and identify that the 
Constabulary has undertaken a thorough and determined investigation. 
 
There has been a lot of speculation concerning the investigative strategies and whether the 
Constabulary have effectively carried out tasks in an appropriate and professional manner. 
Disclosure will identify how the Constabulary ensures that its own operational standards are 
upheld, likely to increase public confidence.  
 
Investigations are expensive and there is clearly a public interest in an understanding of how 
much the investigation has cost the Constabulary to date. The provision of this information will 
contextualise the expenditure and allow the public to identify how funds were spent and offer 
reassurance that monies were allocated appropriately, ensuring full accountability.  
 
Factors Favouring Non-Disclosure – Section 30 
 
It can be argued that the information contained within the report would all fall under the scope of 
Section 30. The argument that the Constabularies need to be able to conduct investigations 
unhindered by external considerations is an important factor. This will be more weighted 
depending on the stage of the investigation, which in this case is still ongoing. Information relating 
to an ongoing investigation is rarely disclosed, as to do so could harm the future direction of the 



 
 
investigation and impede any investigative opportunities. In his decision notice ‘FS50638031’, the 
Information Commissioner confirmed “There will always be a strong public interest in maintaining 
the section 30 exemption where an investigation in ongoing. It is accepted that whilst 
investigations and prosecutions are ongoing, public authorities require a safe space in which to 
operate”. This is additionally replicated in decision notices FS50466997 and FS50140994.  
 
It is recognised that this is a missing person’s enquiry however; all information obtained by the 
Constabulary is done so with the foresight that a criminal case may be launched should 
information come to light of unlawful action. In this specific case, the Constabulary are yet to 
locate Corrie and regardless of that fact, the Constabulary will still acquire information to establish 
whether any criminal activity has occurred or not. 
 
The information contained within the document specifically identifies details that would identify 
tactical information relating to format and procedural aspects of an investigation process, this 
could be highly useful to criminals if revealed.   
 
It has already been noted within the harm that information supplied by commercial industries and 
likewise, information supplied by witnesses, would have a damaging effect on the Constabulary’s 
effective ability to carry out investigations in the future, if people consider their information would 
not be kept unequivocally secure.  
 
The information that has been removed from the report under this exemption is also considered 
that which could prejudice future investigations. Information gleaned from the forensic, search 
and investigative strategies are all obtained in order to identify the circumstances of Corries 
disappearance and potentially, to establish whether there is any cause to direct the investigation 
towards another hypothesis. Such process are transferable, allowing criminals to identify the way 
in which investigations are carried out, potentially resulting in them establishing methods to avoid 
detection in the future.  
 
To provide any information that would identify a third party, where there is no justified public 
interest, would hinder the Constabulary’s abilities in the future to rely on evidence and intelligence 
submitted by the public. The Information Commissioner confirms in his decision notice 
‘F50213522’, that he “accepts that the protection of witnesses and informers, to ensure that 
people are not deterred from making statements or reports for fear it might be publicised, is a key 
factor inherent in the exemption at section 30(1). This has been upheld by the Information 
Tribunal in the cases of Digby-Cameron v ICO and Bedfordshire Police and Hertfordshire Police, 
EA/2008/0023 and EA/2008/0025, and also Kelway v ICO and Northumbria Police 
EA/2008/0037.” 
 
There is clearly a legitimate public interest in some information being disclosed notwithstanding 
the financial aspect in accountability, the Constabulary has been open and transparent 



 
 
throughout the course of the investigation. However the disclosure of information via official 
media releases was done so for a specified policing purpose, where the Constabulary identified 
explicit aspects of the investigation that required public assistance in order to understand 
movements on the night in question. Additionally, a lot of information concerning the investigation 
has been shared to provide reassurances that the Constabulary is continually and effectively 
managing the investigation to a high level, ensuring accountability. The very fact that information 
has been disclosed by the Constabulary does not automatically lesson the applicability of the 
exemption. Information contained within this report is for a different purpose than that disclosed to 
the media.  The information is specifically used to identify whether there are any different strands 
to the investigation, or whether the Constabulary has appropriately explored all lines of enquiry. 
There are simply certain aspects of an investigation that needs to remain private in order to allow 
a thorough and unprejudiced investigation.  
 
Factors Favouring Disclosure – Section 31 
 
Where information relates to the efficient and effective conduct of the Constabulary and its ability 
to conduct investigations, there is an unquestionable public interest.  
 
The investigation review relates specifically to whether or not there are any further lines of 
enquiry for the Constabulary to take. With 3 specific aims; to support the SIO in next steps, 
identifying any other key lines of enquiry and providing confidence to the public that all 
reasonable lines of enquiry have been properly considered. It is the latter point that identifies the 
Constabulary’s commitment to evidence to the public that the investigation is, and continues to 
be, meticulously and appropriately managed. Provision of the report will therefore identify to the 
public the effectiveness of the Constabulary’s investigation to date, maintaining openness and 
accountability. 
 
There has been public disclosure via official Constabulary media releases over the course of the 
investigation; therefore provision of the report will ensure the Constabulary maintains its 
commitment to openness and transparency.    
 
Non-disclosure of the information could lead to inaccurate observations being made that could 
harm the police service, especially if the public are not absolutely satisfied that the police force 
has taken every step to ensure the investigation has been effective.  Provision of the report would 
reassure the public that an independent, full and robust review of the investigation has taken 
place.  
 
Factors favouring non-disclosure – Section 31 
 
It is undeniable that the Constabulary has pushed a great deal of information concerning this 
investigation into the public domain. It would therefore be more difficult to argue the public 



 
 
interest in withholding information. However, as already explained previously, controlled media 
releases are done so with the interests of the investigation in mind. Information that has been 
redacted under this exemption relate to methods and techniques the Constabulary undertake 
during investigation processes. There is a significant public interest in safeguarding investigative 
techniques for future investigations, where these strategies will be used again. Such disclosure 
would undermine the Constabulary’s abilities to effectively prevent and detect crime in the future. 
For example, we would not wish for the criminal fraternity to be aware of CCTV locations within 
BSE as routes could be mapped to establish areas hidden from CCTV viewing, encouraging 
criminals to attempt to commit crime without detection.  
 
This is an exceptional case, which has received a great deal of media attention as a result of 
proactive Constabulary media releases. However, there are a number of sensitive operational 
tactics within this report, which we would not wish to be disclosed. There would be no benefit to 
the public interest if information is disclosed that would inhibit future investigations. The 
information could have wider implications for future policing operations, potentially resulting in a 
lack of confidence in the Constabulary in the future.  
 
The DCC commissioned the review in order to ascertain whether the Constabulary had 
considered all lines of enquiry. It can therefore be argued that the public interest has been met by 
the knowledge that the investigation has been reviewed independently with conclusions being 
reported back to Suffolk, ensuring accountability.  
 
Factors Favouring Disclosure – Section 43 
 
The general purpose of FOI is to ensure Public Authorities maintain openness and transparency. 
In this case provision of such information would identify that the Constabulary methodically 
identified industry specific information to ensure an absolute understanding of their process and 
procedures. This therefore ensures the investigating officers identify the most probable 
hypothesis on which to focus their investigation.  
 
Factors favouring non-disclosure – Section 43 
 
This exemption relates to third party companies whose process and procedures may be 
jeopardised by the disclosure of information supplied for the sole purpose of assisting this 
investigation. In this case specifically, the information we have removed relates to their processes 
and procedures for waste management and also identifies third party involvement with this case.  
 
The provision of the information redacted could inhibit future relations with the third parties, 
resulting in a loss of trust in the Constabulary, with the likelihood of future relations being 
jeopardised should companies be less comfortable to assist the Constabulary 
 



 
 
The Constabulary would not wish to prejudice any relations with third parties in the future. In the 
majority of cases, the exemption has also been accompanied with the S30 exemption, to ensure 
weight is added to the argument against disclosure.  
 
Balancing Test 
 
It is recognised that this is a unique case and the Constabulary has provided information via 
official media reports regarding the investigation. In general terms, such in-depth information as 
provided within the redacted report would not ordinarily be provided as there is a great deal of 
detail that would otherwise be protected by the Section 30 and 31 exemptions. However, given 
the exceptionality of this investigation, the Constabulary has provided information over and above 
standard expectations, in an attempt to ensure the public are reassured that the investigation is 
being appropriately managed, this is reinforces by the commission of this review.     
 
Although one could argue that public authorities must be accountable and transparent, public 
confidence would be lost if the Constabulary were unable to maintain a safe space in which to 
undertake effective investigations. The Police service simply will not be able to retain the ability to 
efficiently conduct investigations without prejudice or compromise. It can undoubtedly be argued 
the public has a right to know whether the Constabulary has taken all appropriate steps to 
ascertain the location of Corrie however, the public interest will be answered by the provision of 
the report in its redacted format. 
 
The Constabulary considers that the public interest will be met by the provision of the redacted 
report. The redactions remove operationally sensitive information, ensuring the public interest is 
satisfied by identifying the various recommendations and confirming the thoroughness of the 
investigation, without jeopardising future investigation, law enforcement capabilities or 
commercial interests.  
 
I therefore conclude that the balance of the public interest lies in disclosure of the report in a 
redacted format. The exemptions at Section 30, 31 and 43 are therefore applied to those sections 
annotated with the appropriate exemption mark.  
 
A full copy of the Freedom of Information Act (2000) can be viewed on the ‘Office of Public Sector 

Information’ web-site; 
http://www.opsi.gov.uk/ 

 
Suffolk Constabulary is not responsible for the content, or the reliability, of the website 

referenced. The Constabulary cannot guarantee that this link will work all of the time, and we 
have no control over the availability of the linked pages. 



 
 

Your Right to Request a Review of Decisions Made Under the Terms of the  
Freedom of Information Act (2000). 

 
If you are unhappy with how your request has been handled, or if you think the decision is 
incorrect, you have the right to ask Suffolk Constabulary to review their decision. 
 

Ask Suffolk Constabulary to look at the decision again. 
 
If you are dissatisfied with the decision made by Suffolk Constabulary under the Freedom of 
Information Act (2000), regarding access to information, you must notify Suffolk Constabulary that 
you are requesting a review within 20 days of the date of its response to your Freedom of 
Information request.  Requests for a review should be made in writing and addressed to: 
 

Freedom of Information Decision Maker 
Information Management Department 
Suffolk Constabulary 
Police Headquarters 
Martlesham Heath 
Ipswich 
Suffolk 
IP5 3QS 
OR 

    Email: information@suffolk.pnn.police.uk   
 
In all possible circumstances Suffolk Constabulary will aim to respond to your request for us to 
look at our decision again within 20 working days of receipt of your request for an internal review. 
 

The Information Commissioner. 
 
After lodging a request for a review with Suffolk Constabulary, if you are still dissatisfied with the 
decision, you can apply to the Information Commissioner for a decision on whether the request 
for information has been dealt with in accordance with the requirements of the Act. 
 
For information on how to make application to the Information Commissioner please visit their 
website at www.ico.org.uk or contact them at the address shown below: 
 

The Information Commissioner’s Office 
Wycliffe House 
Water Lane 
Wilmslow 
Cheshire 
SK9 5AF 
Telephone: 01625 545 700 

 
 
 


