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1. In two cases, decided in February and March of  2017, the Court of Appeal has reviewed 

the scope of Subject Access Requests (DSARs) under the Data Protection Act 1998 and 

this has led to the Information Commissioner updating its “Subject access code of 

practice, Dealing with requests from individuals for personal information” to take into 

account the recent jurisprudence. This note will consider the recent authorities and 

suggestion practical guidance in making and responding to DSARs. 

 

2. The issue of a DSAR request has become commonplace in Tribunal disputes, with such 

a request often being issued just before or shortly after proceedings have been 

commenced, There is an argument that the service of  DSAR where proceedings are 

intended is an abuse, as the normal process of disclosure in the Tribunal proceedings 

should be utilised. There are also arguments about the scope of DSARs, which often 

entail many hours of searches and thousands of pages of documents, provided the 

Applicant has paid the £10 fee. These were matters that were inter alia considered by 

the Cain  Dawson - Damer & Ors v Taylor Wessing LLP, The Information Commissioner as 

Intervener  [2017] EWCA Civ 74 (16.2.2017) and in the conjoined cases of Ittihadieh v 5-

11 Cheyne Gardens RTM Company Ltd & ors  and Deer v The University of Oxford, The 

Information Commissioner as Intervener  [2017] EWCA Civ 121 (3.3.2017. 

 
 

3. By sections 7 and 8  of the DPA 1998:  

 
7 Right of access to personal data. 
(1) Subject to the following provisions of this section and to sections 8, 

9 and 9A, an individual is entitled— 
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(a) to be informed by any data controller whether personal data 
of which that individual is the data subject are being 
processed by or on behalf of that data controller, 

(b)  if that is the case, to be given by the data controller a 
description of— 

(i) the personal data of which that individual is the 
data subject, 
(ii) the purposes for which they are being or are to be 
processed, and 
(iii) the recipients or classes of recipients to whom 
they are or may be disclosed, 

(c) to have communicated to him in an intelligible form— 
(i) the information constituting any personal data of which 
that individual is the data subject, and 
(ii) any information available to the data controller as  to 
the source of those data, and 

(d)  where the processing by automatic means of personal 
data of which that individual is the data subject for the 
purpose of evaluating matters relating to him such as, for 
example, his performance at work, his creditworthiness, 
his reliability or his conduct, has constituted or is likely to 
constitute the sole basis for any decision significantly 
affecting him, to be informed by the data controller of the 
logic involved in that decision-taking. 

(2) A data controller is not obliged to supply any information under 
subsection (1) unless he has received— 

(a) a request in writing, and 
(b) except in prescribed cases, such fee (not exceeding the 
prescribed maximum) as he may require. … 

(3) Where a data controller cannot comply with the request without 
disclosing information relating to another individual who can be 
identified from that information, he is not obliged to comply with the 
request unless— 

(a)  the other individual has consented to the disclosure of the 
information to the person making the request, or 
(b)  it is reasonable in all the circumstances to comply with the 
request without the consent of the other individual. … 

(8) Subject to subsection (4), a data controller shall comply with a 
request under this section promptly and in any event before the end 
of the prescribed period beginning with the relevant day. 

(9)  If a court is satisfied on the application of any person who has made 
a request under the foregoing provisions of this section that the data 
controller in question has failed to comply with the request in 
contravention of those provisions, the court may order him to comply 
with the request. … 

  
8  Provisions supplementary to section 7. 
(2) The obligation imposed by section 7(1)(c)(i) must be complied with by 
supplying the data subject with a copy of the information in permanent form 
unless— 



(a) the supply of such a copy is not possible or would involve 
disproportionate effort, or 
(b) the data subject agrees otherwise; 

and where any of the information referred to in section 7(1)(c)(i) is expressed 
in terms which are not intelligible without explanation the copy must be 
accompanied by an explanation of those terms. 

 

4. The Court of Appeal cases considered the following issues which are of general interest: 

4.1. The scope of personal data. 

4.2. What constitutes a DSAR. 

4.3. The scope of the legal professional privilege exception. 

4.4. The scope of the exception based on ‘disproportionate effort’.  

4.5. Whether a DSAR may be refused if there is a collateral purpose such as the use of 

the information in litigation. 

4.6.  The extent to which the Court can exercise its discretion under section 7(9) to 

decline to order a data controller to comply with  a SDAR. 

 

The facts 

 

5. The factual context in which the issues arose in the three cases are not especially 

important, since it is the generality of the principles that matter, but they may be 

summarised as follows: 

5.1. In Dawson-Damer, the Applicants/Appellants sought an order compelling TW to 

comply with a SAR, which sought information from TW as solicitors for the Trustees 

of a trust under which the Appellants  were beneficiaries. TW argued that (i) the data 

was covered by legal professional privilege (ii) the search would involve a 

disproportionate effort under section 8(2) and (iii) the order should be refused under 

section 7(9) as the motive was to use the information in litigation. 

5.2. In Ittihadieh, the Applicant/Appellant sought an order in relation to information held 

by a  Right to Manage company and the directors, who were resident of the block of 

flats, of which the Appellant was the head lessor. He was concerned that personal 

information being held about himself.  

5.3. In Deer there were appeals and cross appeals in relation to DSARs which concerned 

a dispute over a failure to provide a reference. The University asserted that Ms Deer 

was seeking to use the DPA as a proxy for obtaining disclosure  and this was improper.  

 

The Principles 
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6. In both cases, the Court of Appeal considered general principles which are of assistance 

in making and responding to DSARs.  

 
The scope of personal data. 

7. Personal data considers of data which relates to an living  individual and from which the 

individual is identifiable as an individual. As noted by Lewison LJ in Deer: 

The expression “personal data” “undoubtedly covers the name of a person in 
conjunction with his telephone details or information about his working 
conditions or hobbies” as well as information that a person has been injured 
and is on half time; (Case C-101/01) Criminal Proceedings against Lindqvist 
[2004] QB 1014; or his name and address: (Case C-553/07) Rotterdam v 
Rijkeboer. The same is true of the name, date of birth, nationality, gender, 
ethnicity, religion and language, relating to a natural person, who is identified 
by name, although it does not apply to legal analysis: (Joined Cases C-141/12, 
C-372/12) YS v Minister voor Immigratie. A person’s name and salary also 
amounts to “personal data”: (C-465/00) Rechnungshof v Ősterreichischer 
Rundfunk [2003] 3 CMLR 10. An image of a person recorded by a camera is 
also his personal data: (Case C-212/13) Ryneš v Úřad pro ochranu osobních 
údajů [2015] 1 WLR 2607 at [22]. 
 

8. Nevertheless, mere mention of the data subject in a document does not necessarily 

amount to his personal data as whether  “it does so in any particular instance depends 

on where it falls in a continuum of relevance or proximity to the data subject as distinct, 

say, from transactions or matters in which he may have been involved to a greater or 

lesser degree”.    In many cases “data may be personal data simply because its content 

is such that it is ‘obviously about’ an individual. Alternatively, data may be personal 

data because it is clearly ‘linked to’ an individual because it is about his activities and 

is processed for the purpose of determining or influencing the way in which that 

person is treated. You need to consider ‘biographical significance’ only where 

information is not ‘obviously about’ an individual or clearly ‘linked to’ him (referring to 

Edem v The Information Commissioner [2014] EWCA Civ 92).” 

9. Information is not discuqalified from being personal data because it ahs been suippoed 

by the data subject (Deer at para 69) and data such as whereabouts on a particular day 

may be personal data (Deer  at para 67).  

 

10. Whilst the contents of a document in which an individual has been mentioned without 

more, may not be personal data, the Court will be astute to consider the context in 

which the reference is made. 

 

What constitutes a DSAR. 

http://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWCA/Civ/2014/92.html


11. Lewison LJ referred to the form of a SAR at paragraphs 78 to 81 of Deer. He noted that, 

contrary to popular belief, the payment of a fee is not a pre-condition (though it clearly 

makes sense to offer the £10 at the outset so that there are no stalling tactics), though 

the data controller may require a fee if it wishes to do so. Moreover, since a “request” 

may be made informally (albeit in writing) exacting standards of precision would be 

inappropriate: (compare Independent Parliamentary Standards Authority v Information 

Commissioner [2015] EWCA Civ 388, [2015] 1 WLR 2879 at [56]). The request must 

simply make it clear that it is calling on the recipient to comply with section 7 of the Act. 

 

The scope of the legal professional privilege exception. 

12. Arden LJ held in Dawson-Damer that the legal professional privilege exception in 

Schedule 7 extends only to legal professional privilege for the purposes of the law of 

England and Wales (see paragraph 45). Where there are proceedings in other partes of 

the world which may attract privilege in that jurisdiction, this is not relevant to the 

exception under the DPA 1998. 

 

The scope of the exception based on ‘disproportionate effort’.  

13. The scope of the efforts that a recipient must make in order to comply with a DSAR, and 

the issue of ‘collateral purpose’ have been two of the real battlegrounds under the 

legislation. Data Controllers may expend consideration time and costs in complying with  

DSAR. In Deer it was noted that the university reviewed over 500,000 emails and 

documents at a cost of £116,11. Nevertheless, the ‘derisory’ fee of £10 is not indicative 

of the scope of the search that is required. A Data Controller cannot simply say that the 

request is too wide and the search will be disproportionate so that no search will be 

made (see Dawson-Damer  at [59] and [70 per Arden LJ). The issue turns on the true 

interpretation of section 8(2) (“unless …the supply of such a copy is not possible or 

would involve disproportionate effort.”). This means, so stated Arden LJ, that: 

“the word “supply” is used so that what is weighed up in the proportionality 
exercise is the end object of the search, namely the potential benefit that the 
supply of the information might bring to the data subject, as against the 
means by which that information is obtained.  It will be a question for 
evaluation in each particular case whether disproportionate effort will be 
involved in finding and supplying the information as against the benefits it 
might bring to the data subject.” 

 

14. There will be bounds to a search (cf Ezsias v Welsh Ministers). In Dawson-Damer it was 

stated, where there was virtually no evidence that a search had been carried out that: 
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• TW have not made good its claim that it would involve disproportionate effort to take 
any further steps to identify personal data.  The court is not yet at a stage when it could 
say that any particular steps would be disproportionate. 

• TW must produce evidence to show what it has done to identify the material and to 
work out a plan of action.  It has singularly failed to do this and so has not discharged the 
onus on it.   

15. In Deer the question of proportionality was considered at paragraphs [95] to 103.  A 

number of points were made: 

15.1. The EU legislature did not intend to impose excessive burdens on data controllers. 

15.2. In (Case C-582/14) Breyer v Bundesrepublik Deutschland at [46] in considering 

whether an individual was likely to be capable of being identified from particular 

data, the court held that this meant capable without disproportionate effort. 

15.3. the principle of proportionality is a general principle of EU law: (Joined Cases C-

27/00 and C-122/00) R (Omega Air Ltd) v Secretary of State for the Environment 

Transport and the Regions [2002] ECR I-2569 at [62]. 

15.4. in Ezsias v Welsh Ministers [2007] EWHC B15 (QB) at [93] Judge Hickinbottom held 

that on receipt of a SAR, a data controller must take reasonable and proportionate 

steps to identify and disclose the data he is bound to disclose. This was correct. 

15.5. there is no express provision of the DPA which relieves a data controller from the 

obligation to supply the information required by section 7 (1) on the ground that 

it would be disproportionate to do so. 

15.6. there is no express provision of the DPA which relieves a data controller from the 

obligation to supply the information required by section 7 (1) on the ground that 

it would be disproportionate to do so. It may then be necessary to refine the 

search, or it may be necessary for a human being to review the material to decide 

whether the named individual is indeed the data subject. 

16. The approach is clear; the Data Controller is likely to be in a position where some search 

can be carried out. It cannot site back and say it is all too expensive and therefore 

disproportionate. Where the scope of a search is disputed the Data Controller should 

show what it has done and how it went about the search. It was noted in Deer (at [100]) 

that “there is no express provision of the DPA which relieves a data controller from the 

obligation to supply the information required by section 7 (1) on the ground that it 
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would be disproportionate to do so. In my judgment, while the principle of 

proportionality cannot justify a blanket refusal to comply with a SAR, it does limit the 

scope of the efforts that a data controller must take in response. That was also the 

conclusion of this court in Dawson-Damer at [76] and [77]. 

 

Whether a DSAR may be refused if there is a collateral purpose such as the use of the 
information in litigation. 
 

17. This issue is of particular importance given that the Applicant is often making the SDARs 

with an eye to litigation. It is a cheap means of obtaining some form of information 

before litigation has commenced to gauge the merits of a claim and may be a useful 

tool as an adjunct to the formal process of disclosure. The Court of Appeal was clear in 

the above judgments that it is not an abuse of process to serve a DSAR where its purpose 

is the use of information in litigation.  

 

18. The question posed  by Arden LJ in Dawson-Damer: 

 

“The question is whether the judge was right to say that there is a “no other 
purpose” rule which has the effect that no order will be made if the applicant 
proposes to use the information obtained for some purpose other than 
verifying or correcting data held about him.” 

19. The answer: 

“It would be odd if the verification of data was always in practice a complete 
aim in itself which excluded all others, and as I have just explained neither the 
Directive nor the DPA compels that interpretation.  Nor has Parliament 
expressly required a data subject to show that he has no other purpose. As 
Ms Proops argues, a “no other purpose” rule would have undesirable 
secondary consequences, such as non-compliance by data controllers with 
SARs on the grounds that the data subject had an ulterior purpose.   

It did not appear to this Court in Dunn v Durham or to Green J in Lin or 
Dingemans J in Kokolo that that was the rule.  The position might be different 
if the application under section 7(9) was an abuse of the court’s process 
(which the mere holding of a collateral purpose would not normally be) or if 
the claimant was a representative party who had some purpose which might 
give rise to a conflict of interest with that of the group or body he represents.  
But that is not this case.     

 

20. Similarly, in Deer, Lewison LJ stated (at [86]): 
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“It has been suggested, based on Durant, that the making of a SAR for a 
collateral purpose such as to obtain documents for the purposes of litigation 
entitles the data controller to refuse to comply with the request. An 
alternative way of putting the point is that it is disproportionate to require 
him to do so in such circumstances. I do not consider that this is a valid 
objection. First, the target of a SAR is not documents; it is information. I return 
to this point below. Second, in principle the mere fact that a person has 
collateral purposes will not invalidate a SAR, or relieve the data controller 
from his obligations in relation to it, if that person also wishes to achieve one 
or more of the purposes of the Directive: compare Iesini v Westrip Holdings 
Ltd [2009] EWHC 2526 (Ch), [2011] 1 BCLC 498 at [119] to [121]. Third, there 
is now a considerable body of domestic case law which recognises that it is 
no objection to a SAR that it is made in connection with actual or 
contemplated litigation: Ezsias v Welsh Ministers [2007] EWHC B15 (QB), 
[2007] All ER (D) 65 (Dec) at [51]; Dunn v Durham CC [2012] EWCA Civ 1654, 
[2013] 2 All ER 213 at [16]; Kololo v Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis 
[2015] EWHC 600 (QB), [2015] 1 WLR 3702 at [35] to [36]; Zaw Lin v 
Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis [2015] EWHC 2484 (QB) at [114]; 
Guriev v Community Safety Development (UK) Ltd [2016] EWHC 643 (QB) at 
[72].” 

21. The argument that a DSAR is illegitimate because the information is sought for some 

other reason that verifying the correctness of the data has been well and truly knocked 

on the head. 

 

The extent to which the Court can exercise its discretion under section 7(9) to decline to 
order a data controller to comply with  a SDAR. 
 

22. Where there is an allegation that the Data Controller has not complied with its duties 

under the DPA 1998 the Court has a discretion, by section 7(9), to order compliance. In 

Deer it was noted, at [105] that “the starting point for the exercise of the discretion is 

that there has been a breach of duty. That precedent fact must, in my judgment, have 

a significant bearing on the way in which the court exercises its discretion”. In such a 

case the approach by Green J in Zaw Lin v Commissioner of Police for the Metropolis 

[2015] EWHC 2484 (QB) at [98] is apposite: 

“If Parliament had intended to confer such a broad residual 
discretion on the court then, in my view, it would have used 
far more specific language in section 7(9) than in fact it did. 
In any event I do not understand the observations in the 
authorities referred to above to suggest that if I find that the 
MPS has erred that I should simply make up and then apply 
whatever test I see fit. If I find an error on the part of the 
MPS such that I must form my own view then I should do in 
accordance with the principles set out in the DPA 1998 and 
taking account of the relevant background principles in the 
Directive and the Convention. My discretion is unfettered by 
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the decision that has gone before, and which I find unlawful, 
but I cannot depart from Parliament's intent.” 

 

23. The guidance in Deer on how a Court will exercise its discretion is of some importance: 

In striking that balance there are many factors that the court may take into 
account. What follows is not intended to be prescriptive: it is merely a 
description of some of the relevant factors. In this connection it is pertinent 
to recall the observations of Millett LJ, albeit in a very different context, in 
Jaggard v Sawyer [1995] 1 WLR 269, 288: 

“Reported cases are merely illustrations of circumstances 
in which particular judges have exercised their discretion…  
Since they are all cases on the exercise of a discretion, 
none of them is a binding authority on how the discretion 
should be exercised. The most that any of them can 
demonstrate is that in similar circumstances it would not 
be wrong to exercise the discretion in the same way. But 
it does not follow that it would be wrong to exercise it 
differently.” 

 One relevant factor is whether there is a more appropriate route to 
obtaining the requested information, such as by disclosure in legal 
proceedings: Ezsias at [102]; DB v The General Medical Council [2016] 
EWHC 2331 (QB) at [77]. A second is the nature and gravity of the breach. 
If it is trivial that may be a good reason for refusing to exercise the 
discretion in favour of the data subject: R (Catt) v ACPO [2015] UKSC 9, 
[2015] AC 1065 at [13] (compare R (Champion) v North Norfolk DC [2015] 
UKSC 52, [2015] 1 WLR 3710 at [54] “the court retains a discretion to refuse 
relief if the applicant has been able in practice to enjoy the rights conferred 
by European legislation, and there has been no substantial prejudice”). 
Another is the reason for having made the SAR. While the absence of a 
stated reason does not in itself invalidate the SAR, the absence of a 
legitimate reason has a bearing on the exercise of the court’s discretion 
(DB v The General Medical Council at [59]) even though a collateral purpose 
of assisting in litigation is not an absolute bar: Dawson-Damer at [112]. If 
the application is an abuse of rights, for example where litigation is 
pursued merely to impose a burden on the data controller, that would be 
a relevant factor. Likewise where the application is procedurally abusive 
(as, for example, where it has failed before). Whether the real quest is for 
documents rather than personal data is also relevant. If the personal data 
are of no real value to the data subject, that too may be a good reason for 
refusing to exercise the discretion in his favour: Zaw Lin at [125]. Dawson-
Damer at [77] confirms that the “potential benefit” to the data subject is 
relevant to the question whether a proportionate search has been carried 
out and, by parity of reasoning, the same must be true of the court’s 
exercise of its discretion. If the data subject has already received the data 
or the document in which they are contained otherwise than under a 
previous SAR, that too may be a reason for refusing to exercise the 
discretion in his favour. On the other hand, where it is clear that the data 
subject legitimately wishes to check the accuracy of his personal data that 
will be a good reason for exercising the discretion in his favour: Kololo at 
[35]. If there are no material factors other than a SAR in valid form and a 
breach of the data controller’s obligation to conduct a proportionate 
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search, then the discretion will ordinarily be exercised in favour of the data 
subject: Dawson-Damer at [114]. 

 

The provision of information 

24. It must also be remembered that the DPA 1998 does not provide that documents need 

to be disclosed. This was a point that was made by Lewison LJ in Deer at paragraphs 

[91] to [94].  The sentiments  expressed in paragraphs 93 and 94 are is to be borne in 

mind:  

“The obligation under section 7 (1) (c) includes an obligation to communicate in 
intelligible form “the information constituting any personal data of which the 
individual is the data subject”.  This goes further than section 7 (1) (b) which 
requires a description of the personal data. It is an obligation to supply the 
information itself. Even so, it is not an obligation to supply documents: Dunn v 
Durham CC [2012] EWCA Civ 1654, [2013] 2 All ER 213 at [16]. It is of critical 
importance to distinguish between the two. Although it may be more convenient 
and cheaper in some cases for a data controller to supply copy documents, there 
is no legal obligation to do so. It is very easy, however, to slip from dealing with 
personal data into dealing with electronically generated or stored documents in 
which personal data are recorded. It seems from many of the reported cases (as 
well as these two appeals) that individuals who make SARs are, in truth, looking 
for copy documents. They are in my judgment aiming at the wrong target. This 
ties in with the definition of “personal data”. Accepting as I do that a person’s 
name is his personal data, it does not follow that every piece of information in a 
document in which his name appears is his personal information. In such a case it 
would, in my judgment, be enough for the data controller to inform the data 
subject that, for instance, his name is consistently recorded as “Charles Pooter” 
and his address as “The Laurels, Brickfield Terrace, Holloway” in a specified 
number of documents between particular dates. There would be no obligation to 
disclose the documents themselves. This is, I think, borne out by article 12 of the 
Directive which requires the data controller to inform the data subject of the 
“categories of data concerned”.  
On the other hand, the mere supply of copy documents may not be enough to 
comply with all the requirements of section 7 (1). For example it may not be 
apparent from copy documents to whom the personal data have been disclosed 
(see section 7 (1) (b) (iii)); or the source of the personal data in question (see 
section 7 (1) (c) (ii)).” 

 

Conclusions 

 

25. The above two cases make it clear that a DSAR cannot be challenged on the mere 

ground that the Applicant wants to use the information for litigation. It is always likely 

that some form of search can be carried out and the Data Controller who does nothing 

at all because it is contended that the DSAR is disproportionate is likely to receive short 

shrift. Leaving aside the arguments whether there is a relevant filing system etc, as 

considered in Durant v Financial Services Authority [2004] FSR 573, the Data Controller 

http://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWCA/Civ/2003/1746.html


must adopt a principled approach to DSARs and the carrying out of searches.  On the 

other hand, Applicants are entitled to ‘information’ and not copy documents; it is the 

author’s experience that documents are simply given as it is easier but the comments 

of Lewison LJ are worthy of thought in considering how to present the information to 

the Applicant. 

 

26. For the Applicant, a structured DSAR is sensible. The document hereafter is a Precedent 

I have found very useful in DSAR applications, as achieving its object. 

 
27. The ICO has produced an updated Code as a resuilt of the above cases: click on “Subject 

access code of practice, Dealing with requests from individuals for personal 

information” 
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3 Kings Bench Walk North, 
London,  Temple EC4 Y7HR. 
Telephone: 02077978600. 
Mobile: 07957365302 

 

PRECEDENT DSAR 
 
Dear  
 
Subject access request 
 
 
I wish to make a Subject Access Request under section 7 of the Data Protection Act 1998.  
 
Please supply the information about me I am entitled to under the Data Protection Act 1998 relating 
to:  

1. My personnel file whether in hard copy or on computer. 
2. All documents which are in the possession of Human Resources and which cover the 

period from between [     ]201[]  to [     ] 201[] in which I am referred to by any of the 
names set out in the Schedule attached.  

3. All emails, documents, attendance notes, or other correspondence passing to and 
from the individuals referred to in the Schedule attached in which I am mentioned by 

https://ico.org.uk/media/for-organisations/documents/2014223/subject-access-code-of-practice.pdf
https://ico.org.uk/media/for-organisations/documents/2014223/subject-access-code-of-practice.pdf
https://ico.org.uk/media/for-organisations/documents/2014223/subject-access-code-of-practice.pdf
mailto:md@littletonchambers.co.uk
mailto:mdugg@aol.com
mailto:dugganpress@aol.com
https://uk.linkedin.com/in/michaelduggan1
https://uk.linkedin.com/in/michaelduggan1


name or a variation of my name and which cover the period from between  [     ] 201[]  
to [     ] 201[]. 

4. Copies of all and any internal discussions in emails, documents, attendance notes, 
emails or other correspondence between management in which I am mentioned by 
name or a variation of my name and which cover the period from between  [     ] 201[]  
to [     ] 20[]4. 

5. Copies of all and any documents, attendance notes, emails or other correspondence 
which mentions me in the context of any alleged underperformance  or any 
disciplinary matters in which I am mentioned by name or a variation of my name and 
which cover the period from between  [     ] 201[]  to [     ] 201]. 

6. A copy of all statements or other documents which relate to the investigation carried 
out by [               ] which mentions me and copies of any report which mentions me. 
 

 
If you need any more information from me please let me know as soon as possible.  
 
I attach a cheque for £10 as required under the legislation. 
 
A request for information under the Data Protection Act 1998 should be responded to within 40 
days. The Information Commissioner takes failures to respond to such requests very seriously. You 
are referred to the Code of Practice which can be found at  
 
If you do not normally deal with these requests, please pass this letter to your Data Protection 
Officer.  
 

Yours faithfully 
 
 

  



____________________________________________ 
 

PART A: SUBJECT ACCESS REQUEST  
____________________________________________ 

 
. 
 

Source Subsets Search Issues 
 

 Search in: The name  to be searched and its variations shall include: 

• [       ]  

• PUT IN ANY VARIATIONS  

Email Inbox 
Sent Items, 
received items and 
deleted Items 
Folders 
 
(including back up 
or archive tapes of 
the same) 
 
The personal 
computers and 
mobile phones of 
the individuals in 
so far as they are 
used for work. 

The following accounts will be searched for the names 
above. The present date range is limited from [     ] 201[]  to 
[     ]  201[].  

1. NAMES  
2.  [     ] Accountant etc  

 
 

Word 
processing 
files 

 As for email above. 

Other 
electronic 
files including 
Yahoo etc  

 As for email above. 

Handwritten 
notes 

 Manual files containing relevant handwritten notes. 

HR Records  
 

All  documents contained in my  personnel file and other 
HR records.  

 


