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From: Webber (Graham)

Sent: 28 November 2017 17:22 . _ ' _
To: IPT-Cobb (Susan) Tribunal Secretary - :

Subject: Closed submission

Sue,

- Furthier to my open letter, in response to your letter of 24 November, wh:ch should be with you tomorrow
morning. | providethe following response to question 5 in closed

Our redding of section 6 of the arranqem entsis that any instance of sharitig WOu.fd require its own pronomonahtv L
consideration, which we would expect GCHQ'to be able to evidence in‘ény instance of sharing.

Thanks,

-

Gréham

Graham Webber

sterim Chief Executive of the Investigatory Powers Commissioner's Of_fﬁcie
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Sir Adrian Fulford
Investigatory Powers Commissioner

8 November 2017

Neax &1¢ Acwion,

| wanted to send you a short rote in order to share two thoughts that have arisen
against the background of the Privacy International v SSFCA case.

My first thought is to suggest that it might be useful to consider having some sort of
appropriate process or protocol by which we, and perhaps the other agencies or
wider government, might better liaise with IPCO to manage any circumstances where
a piece of litigation, whether in the IPT or elsewhere, could raise issues in relation to
oversight activity. | am acutely conscious of your independence and the need to
avoid any sense of potential prejudice to the proper conduet of proceedings, so the
aim might to explore whether it was possible to establish a transparent process with
the idea of making our submission of evidence and presentation of facls or issues
before the IPT or other courts more efficient by reducing the risk of unnecessary
misunderstandings and reducing the list of issues before the IPT., Again, |
emphasise that we would want to suggest nothing that had, or could be seen to have,
any impact on the independence of your office or on the proper conduct of
proceedings.

Secondly, although in the same vein, | would also be keen to explore whether in the
current cases there may be any appropriate options for resolving any factual issues
which may exist in relation to evidence currently before the IPT ~ again, only to the
extent this may be appropriate having regard to the independence of your office and
the ongoing litigation.

| am available at your convenience should you agree that further discussion of these

issues would be helpful. | would be happy to make a copy of this ietter available to
the Claimants if that was thought to be appropriate.

o G
B e

This information Is exempt from disclosure under the Freedam of Information Act 2000 and may be subject lo ( \y
exemplion under other UK information legistation Refer disclosure requests to GCHQ. TPL
(non-sec) or emaii TG e
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Sir Adrian Fulford
tnvestigatory Powers Commissioner

8 November 2017

| wanted to send you a short note in order to share two thoughts that have arisen
against the background of the Privacy International v SSFCA case.

My first thought is to suggest that it might be usefui to consider having some sort of
appropriate process or protocol by which we, and perhaps the other agencies or
wider government, might better liaise with IPCO to manage any circumstances where
a piece of litigation, whether in the IPT or elsewhere, could raise issues in refation to
oversight activity. | am acutely conscious of your independence and the need to
avoid any sense of potential prejudice to the proper conduct of proceedings, so the
aim might to explore whether it was possible to establish a transparent process with
the idea of making our submission of evidence and presentation of facls or issues
before the IPT or other courts more efficient by reducing the risk of unnecessary
misunderstandings and reducing the list of issues before the IPT. Again, |
emphasise that we would want to suggest nothing that had, or could be seen to have,
any impact on the independence of your office or on the proper conduct of
proceedings.

Secondly, although in the same vein, | would also be keen to explore whether in the
current cases there may be any appropriate options for resolving any factual issues
which may exist in relation to evidence currently before the IPT ~ again, only to the
extent this may be appropriate having regard to the independence of your office and
the ongoing litigation.

| am available at your convenience should you agree that further discussion of these
issues would be helpful. | would be happy to make a copy of this letter avaitable to
the Claimants if that was thought to be appropriate.

.
o e )

This Information ts exempt from disclosura under the Freedom of Information Act 2000 and may be subject lo ( \>
exemption under other UK information legistation Refer disclosure requests to GCHQA 3y

(non-sec) or emal
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Sir Adrian Fulford
investigatory Powers Commissioner

8 November 2017

Dear &1 A'OL““"V"")

| wanted to send you a short note in order to share two thoughts that have arisen
against the background of the Privacy International v SSFCA case.

My first thought is to suggest that it might be useful to consider having some sort of
appropriate process or protocol by which we, and perhaps the other agencies or
wider government, might better liaise with IPCO to manage any circumstances where
a piece of litigation, whether in the IPT or elsewhere, could raise issues in relation to
oversight activity. | am acutely conscious of your independence and the need to
avoid any sense of potential prejudice to the proper conduct of proceedings, so the
aim might to explore whether it was possible to establish a transparent process with
the idea of making our submission of evidence and presentation of facls or issues
before the IPT or other courts more efficient by reducing the risk of unnecessary
misunderstandings and reducing the list of issues before the IPT. Again, |
emphasise that we would want to suggest nothing that had, or could be seen to have,
any impact on the independence of your office or on the proper conduct of
proceedings.

Secondly, although in the same vein, | would aiso be keen to explore whether in the
current cases there may be any appropriate options for resolving any factual issues
which may exist in relation to evidence currently before the IPT —~ again, only to the
extent this may be appropriate having regard to the independence of your office and
the ongoing litigation.

| am available at your convenience should you agree that further discussion of these
issues would be helpful. | would be happy to make a copy of this letter available to
the Claimanis if that was thought to be appropriate.

- G
S,

This information Is exempt from disclosura under the Freedam of Information Act 2000 and may be subject to
exemption under other UK information legistation Refer disclosure requests to GCHQ&
(non-sec) or emai/EETEEEDS
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Sir Adrian Fulford
Investigatory Powers Commissioner

8 November 2017

Neax §1v Adwios,

| wanted to send you a short niote in order to share two thoughts that have arisen
against the background of the Privacy International v SSFCA case.

My first thought is to suggest that it might be usefui to consider having some sort of
appropriate process or protocol by which we, and perhaps the other agencies or
wider government, might better liaise with IPCO to manage any circumstances where
a piece of litigation, whether in the IPT or elsewhere, could raise issues in relation to
oversight activity. | am acutely conscious of your independence and the need to
avoid any sense of potential prejudice to the proper conduet of proceedings, so the
aim might to explore whether it was possible to establish a transparent process with
the idea of making our submission of evidence and presentation of facts or issues
before the IPT or other courts more efficient by reducing the risk of unnecessary
misunderstandings and reducing the list of issues before the IPT. Again, |
emphasise that we would want to suggest nothing that had, or could be seen to have,
any impact on the independence of your office or on the proper conduct of
proceedings.

Secondly, although in the same vein, | would also be keen to explore whether in the
current cases there may be any appropriate options for resolving any factual issues
which may exist in relation to evidence currently before the IPT —~ again, only to the
extent this may be appropriate having regard to the independence of your office and
the ongoing litigation.

| am available at your convenience should you agree that further discussion of these

issues would be helpful. | would be happy to make a copy of this letter available to
the Claimanis if that was thought to be appropriate.

a
SRR,

This Information Is exempt from disclosure under the Freedam of infarmation Act 2000 and may be subjed lo ( ‘)
exemption under other UK information legistation Refer disclosure requests to GCHQ& by, o
Lt ey
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Sir Adrian Fulford
Investigatory Powers Commissioner

8 November 2017

Deax §1¢ Advior,

| wanted to send you a short note in order to share two thoughts that have arisen
against the background of the Privacy International v SSFCA case.

My first thought is to suggest that it might be useful to consider having some sort of
appropriate process or protocol by which we, and perhaps the other agencies or
wider government, might better liaise with IPCO to manage any circumstances where
a piece of litigation, whether in the IPT or elsewhere, could raise issues in relation to
oversight activity. | am acutely conscious of your independence and the need to
avoid any sense of potential prejudice to the proper conduet of proceedings, so the
aim might to explore whether it was possible to establish a transparent process with
the idea of making our submission of evidence and presentation of facls or issues
before the IPT or other courts more efficient by reducing the risk of unnecessary
misunderstandings and reducing the list of issues before the IPT. Again, |
emphasise that we would want to suggest nothing that had, or could be seen to have,
any impact on the independence of your office or on the proper conduct of
proceedings.

Secondly, although in the same vein, | would also be keen to explore whether in the
current cases there may be any appropriate options for resolving any factual issues
which may exist in relation to evidence currently before the IPT —~ again, only to the
extent this may be appropriate having regard to the independence of your office and
the ongoing litigation.

| am available at your convenience should you agree that further discussion of these
issues would be helpful. | would be happy to make a copy of this letter available to
the Claimants if that was thought to be appropriate.

- R
ST

This Information is exempt from disclosure under the Freedom of information Act 2000 and may be subject lo
exemplion under other UK information legistation Refer disclosure requesis to GCHQ&
(non-sec) or emai
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Sir Adrian Fulford
Investigatory Powers Commissioner

8 November 2017

Neaw &1v Adwior,

| wanted to send you a short note in order to share two thoughts that have arisen
against the background of the Privacy International v SSFCA case.

My first thought is to suggest that it might be useful to consider having some sort of
appropriate process or protocol by which we, and perhaps the other agencies or
wider government, might better liaise with IPCO to manage any circumstances where
a piece of litigation, whether in the IPT or elsewhere, could raise issues in relation to
oversight activity. | am acutely conscious of your independence and the need to
avoid any sense of potential prejudice to the proper conduct of proceedings, so the
aim might to explore whether it was possible to establish a transparent process with
the idea of making our submission of evidence and presentation of facls or issues
before the IPT or other courts more efficient by reducing the risk of unnecessary
misunderstandings and reducing the list of issues before the IPT. Again, |
emphasise that we would want to suggest nothing that had, or could be seen to have,
any impact on the independence of your office or on the proper conduct of
proceedings.

Secondly, although in the same vein, | would also be keen to explore whether in the
current cases there may be any appropriate options for resolving any factual issues
which may exist In relation to evidence currently before the IPT - again, only to the
extent this may be appropriate having regard (o the independence of your office and
the ongoing litigation.

| am available at your convenience should you agree that further discussion of these
issues would be helpful. | would be happy to make a copy of this letter available to
the Claimanits if that was thought to be appropriate.

.
T

This Information Is exempt from disclosure under the Freedom of lnformation Act 2000 and may be subject lo ( \’
exemption under other UK information legistation Refer disclosure requests to GCHQ. L
L L bl
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Sir Adrian Fulford
Investigatory Powers Commissioner

8 November 2017

Deor S1¢ A‘dﬂ;’v"")

| wanted to send you a short note in order to share two thoughts that have arisen
against the background of the Privacy International v SSFCA case.

My first thought is to suggest that it might be useful to consider having some sort of
appropriate process or protocol by which we, and perhaps the other agencies or
wider government, might better liaise with IPCO to manage any circumstances where
a piece of litigation, whether in the IPT or elsewhere, could raise issues in relation to
oversight activity. | am acutely conscious of your independence and the need to
avoid any sense of potential prejudice to the proper conduct of proceedings, so the
aim might to explore whether it was possible to establish a transparent process with
the idea of making our submission of evidence and presentation of facls or issues
before the IPT or other courts more efficient by reducing the risk of unnecessary
misunderstandings and reducing the list of issues before the IPT. Again, |
emphasise that we would want te suggest nothing that had, or could be seen to have,
any impact on the independence of your office or on the proper conduct of
proceedings.

Secondly, aithough in the same vein, | would also be keen to explore whether in the
current cases there may be any appropriate options for resolving any factual issues
which may exist in relation to evidence currently before the IPT —~ again, only to the
extent this may be appropriate having regard to the independence of your office and
the ongoing litigation.

| am available at your convenience should you agree that further discussion of these
issues would be helpful. | would be happy to make a copy of this letter available to
the Claimants if that was thought to be appropriate.

v (R
.

This information Is exempt from disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act 2000 and may be subject lo ( }
exemplion under other UK information legistation Refer disclosure requests to cho& o
(R

(non-sec) or emai
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Sir Adrian Fulford
investigatory Powers Commissioner

8 November 2017

Deax &1¢ A'd/“.’v*"‘;

| wanted to send you a short note in order to share two thoughts that have arisen
against the background of the Privacy International v SSFCA case.

My first thought is to suggest that it might be useful to consider having some sort of
appropriate process or protocol by which we, and perhaps the other agencies or
wider government, might better liaise with IPCO to manage any circumstances where
a piece of litigation, whether in the IPT or elsewhere, could raise issues in relation to
oversight activity. | am acutely conscious of your independence and the need to
avoid any sense of potential prejudice to the proper conduet of proceedings, so the
aim might to explore whether it was possible to establish a transparent process with
the idea of making our submission of evidence and presentation of facls or issues
before the IPT or other courts more efficient by reducing the risk of unnecessary
misunderstandings and reducing the list of issues before the IPT. Again, |
emphasise that we would want to suggest nothing that had, or could be seen to have,
any impact on the independence of your office or on the proper conduct of
proceedings.

Secondly, although in the same vein, | would aiso be keen to explore whether in the
current cases there may be any appropriate options for resolving any factual issues
which may exist In relation to evidence currently before the IPT ~ again, only to the
extent this may be appropriate having regard to the independence of your office and
the ongoing litigation.

| am available at your convenience should you agree that further discussion of these

issues would be helpful. | would be happy to make a copy of this letter available to
the Claimanis if that was thought to be appropriate.

o G
MR

This Information is exempt from disclosura under the Freedam of Information Act 2000 and may be subject lo
exemption under other UK information legislation Refer disclosure requests to GCHQ:
{non-sec) or emaiNEER
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Sir Adrian Fulford
Investigatory Powers Commissioner

8 November 2017

Dear &1¢ A’dﬂé‘ﬂ“’)

| wanted to send you a short rote in order to share two thoughts that have arisen
against the background of the Privacy International v SSFCA case.

My first thought is to suggest that it might be useful to consider having some sort of
appropriate process or protocol by which we, and perhaps the other agencies or
wider government, might better liaise with IPCO to manage any circumstances where
a piece of litigation, whether in the IPT or elsewhere, could raise issues in relation to
oversight activity. | am acutely conscious of your independence and the need to
avoid any sense of potential prejudice to the proper conduct of proceedings, so the
aim might to explore whether it was possible to establish a transparent process with
the idea of making our submission of evidence and presentation of facls or issues
before the IPT or other courts more efficient by reducing the risk of unnecessary
misunderstandings and reducing the list of issues before the IPT. Again, |
emphasise that we would want to suggest nothing that had, or could be seen to have,
any impact on the independence of your office or on the proper conduct of
proceedings.

Secondly, although in the same vein, | would also be keen to explore whether in the
current cases there may be any appropriate options for resolving any factual issues
which may exist in relation to evidence currently before the IPT ~ again, only to the
extent this may be appropriate having regard to the independence of your office and
the ongoing litigation.

| am available at your convenience should you agree that further discussion of these
issues would be helpful. | would be happy to make a copy of this letter available to
the Claimants if that was thought to be appropriate.

T
b e

This Information is exempt from disclosura under the Fraedam of Information Act 2000 and may be subject lo
exemption under other UK information legistation Refer disclosure requests to choé
(non-sec) or emai RS
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Sir Adrian Fulford
Investigatory Powers Commissioner

8 November 2017

Neax §1¢ Adwior,

| wanted to send you a short rote in order to share two thoughts that have arisen
against the background of the Privacy International v SSFCA case.

My first thought is to suggest that it might be useful to consider having some sort of
appropriate process or protocol by which we, and perhaps the other agencies or
wider government, might better liaise with IPCO to manage any circumstances where
a piece of litigation, whether in the IPT or elsewhere, could raise issues in refation to
oversight activity. | am acutely conscious of your independence and the need to
avoid any sense of potential prejudice to the proper conduct of proceedings, so the
aim might to explore whether it was possible to establish a transparent process with
the idea of making our submission of evidence and presentation of facls or issues
before the IPT or other courts more efficient by reducing the risk of unnecessary
misunderstandings and reducing the list of issues before the IPT. Again, |
emphasise that we would want to suggest nothing that had, or could be seen to have,
any impact on the independence of your office or on the proper conduct of
proceedings.

Secondly, although in the same vein, | would aiso be keen to explore whether in the
current cases there may be any appropriate options for resolving any factual issues
which may exist in relation to evidence currently before the IPT ~ again, only to the
extent this may be appropriate having regard to the independence of your office and
the ongoing litigation.

| am available at your convenience should you agree that further discussion of these

issues would be helpful. | would be happy to make a copy of this ietter available to
the Claimanits if that was thought to be appropriate.

o G
T .

This information s exempt from disclesura under the Freedom of Information Act 2000 and may be subjeci lo ( ‘)
exemption under other UK information legistation Refer disclosure requests to GCHQ& b
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Sir Adrian Fulford
Investigatory Powers Commissioner

8 November 2017

Dear S1v A‘d/'-""/‘“'“)

| wanted to send you a short note in order to share two thoughts that have arisen
against the background of the Privacy International v SSFCA case.

My first thought is to suggest that it might be useful to consider having some sort of
appropriate process or protocol by which we, and perhaps the other agencies or
wider government, might better liaise with IPCO to manage any circumstances where
a piece of litigation, whether in the IPT or elsewhere, could raise issues in relation to
oversight activity. | am acutely conscious of your independence and the need to
avoid any sense of potential prejudice to the proper conduct of proceedings, so the
aim might to explore whether it was possible to establish a transparent process with
the idea of making our submission of evidence and presentation of facts or issues
before the IPT or other courts more efficient by reducing the risk of unnecessary
misunderstandings and reducing the list of issues before the IPT. Again, |
emphasise that we would want to suggest nothing that had, or could be seen to have,
any impact on the independence of your office or on the proper conduct of
proceedings.

Secondly, although in the same vein, | would also be keen to explore whether in the
current cases there may be any appropriate options for resolving any factual issues
which may exist In relation to evidence currently before the IPT — again, only to the
extent this may be appropriate having regard to the independence of your office and
the ongoing litigation.

| am available at your convenience should you agree that further discussion of these
issues would be helpful. | would be happy to make a copy of this letter available to
the Claimants if that was thought to be appropriate.

v
R,

This Information ks exempt from disclosure under the Freedam of Infarmation Act 2000 and may be subject lo
exemplion under other UK information legislation Refer disclosure requests to GCHQ:
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Sir Adrian Fulford
Investigatory Powers Commissioner

8 November 2017

Neax &1v Adwvios,

| wanted to send you a short note in order to share two thoughts that have arisen
against the background of the Privacy International v SSFCA case.

My first thought is to suggest that it might be useful to consider having some sort of
appropriate process or protocol by which we, and perhaps the other agencies or
wider government, might better liaise with IPCO to manage any circumstances where
a piece of litigation, whether in the IPT or elsewhere, could raise issues in relation to
oversight activity. | am acutely conscious of your independence and the need to
avoid any sense of potential prejudice to the proper conduct of proceedings, so the
aim might to explore whether it was possible to establish a transparent process with
the idea of making our submission of evidence and presentation of facls or issues
before the IPT or other courts more efficient by reducing the risk of unnecessary
misunderstandings and reducing the list of issues before the IPT. Again, |
emphasise that we would want to suggest nothing that had, or could be seen to have,
any impact on the independence of your office or on the proper conduct of
proceedings.

Secondly, aithough in the same vein, | would also be keen to explore whether in the
current cases there may be any appropriate options for resolving any factual issues
which may exist In relation to evidence currently before the IPT - again, only to the
extent this may be appropriate having regard to the independence of your office and
the ongoing litigation.

| am available at your convenience should you agree that further discussion of these

issues would be helpful. | would be happy to make a copy of this letter available to
the Claimants if that was thought to be appropriate.
8
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Sir Adrian Fulford
investigatory Poewers Commissioner

8 November 2017

Near S1¢ A'CL”;’V"’)

| wanted to send you a short note in order to share two thoughts that have arisen
against the background of the Privacy International v SSFCA case.

My first thought is to suggest that it might be usefui to consider having some sort of
appropriate process or protocol by which we, and perhaps the other agencies or
wider government, might better liaise with IPCO to manage any circumstances where
a piece of litigation, whether in the IPT or elsewhere, could raise issues in relation to
oversight activity. | am acutely conscious of your independence and the need to
avoid any sense of potential prejudice to the proper conduet of proceedings, so the
aim might to explore whether it was possible to establish a transparent process with
the idea of making our submission of evidence and presentation of facts or issues
before the IPT or other courts more efficient by reducing the risk of unnecessary
misunderstandings and reducing the list of issues before the IPT. Again, |
emphasise that we would want to suggest nothing that had, or could be seen to have,
any impact on the independence of your office or on the proper conduct of
proceedings.

Secondly, although in the same vein, | would also be keen to explore whether in the
current cases there may be any appropriate options for resolving any factual issues
which may exist in relation to evidence currently before the IPT ~ again, only to the
extent this may be appropriate having regard to the independence of your office and
the ongoing litigation.

| am available at your convenience should you agree that further discussion of these

issues would be helpful. | would be happy to make a copy of this ietter available to
the Claimants if that was thought to be appropriate.

v G
R

This information ts exempt from disclosure under the Freedam of Information Act 2000 and may be subject lo ( )
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Sir Adrian Fulford
investigatory Powers Commissioner

8 November 2017

Near §1¢ A’DW“.’W"”}

| wanted to send you a short note in order to share two thoughts that have arisen
against the background of the Privacy international v SSFCA case.

My first thought is to suggest that it might be useful to consider having some sort of
appropriate process or protocol by which we, and perhaps the cther agencies or
wider government, might better liaise with IPCO to manage any circumstances where
a piece of litigation, whether in the IPT or elsewhere, could raise issues in relation to
oversight activity. | am acutely conscious of your independence and the need to
avoid any sense of potential prejudice to the proper conduct of proceedings, so the
aim might to explore whether it was possible to establish a transparent process with
the idea of making our submission of evidence and presentation of facls or issues
before the IPT or other courts more efficient by reducing the risk of unnecessary
misunderstandings and reducing the list of issues before the IPT. Again, |
emphasise that we would want te suggest nothing that had, or could be seen to have,
any impact on the independence of your office or on the proper conduct of
proceedings.

Secondly, although in the same vein, | would also be keen to explore whether in the
current cases there may be any appropriate options for resolving any factual issues
which may exist In relation to evidence currently before the IPT — again, only to the
extent this may be appropriate having regard to the independence of your office and
the ongoing litigation.

| am available at your convenience should you agree that further discussion of these
issues would be helpful. | would be happy to make a copy of this letter available to
the Claimants if that was thought to be appropriate.

o T
b

This Information Is exempt from disclosure under the Freedam of information Act 2000 and may be subject lo ( ‘)
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