
Internal review of response to request under the Freedom of 
Information (FoI) Act 2000 by Eigal Riead (reference 17446)  
 
Responding Unit: UK Border Agency’s Case Resolution Directorate 
 
Chronology 
 
Original FoI request:  19 January 2011 
 
Acknowledgement:   19 January 2011 
 
CRD’s response:   14 February 2011 
 
Request for internal review: 18 February 2011 
 

Subject of request 
 
1. On 19 January 2011, Mr Riead made a request for the following 

information: 
 

1. How many cases granted Indefinite Leave to remain (ILR) under 
the legacy cases program? 

2. How may cases granted Discretionary Leave to remain (DLR) 
under the legacy cases program? 

3. How many cases granted Humanitarian Protection (HP) under 
the legacy cases program? 

 
The request was handled under the Freedom of Information Act 2000 
(“the Act”). 

 
The response by CRD 
 
2. UKBA’s Case Resolution Directorate (CRD) responded to Mr Riead’s 

request on 14 February 2011, confirming that the information which 
had been requested was held but that it was exempt from disclosure 
under section 22 of the Act. The response explained that this section 
provides that information can be withheld where it was reasonable in all 
the circumstances to do so until the date of publication and the public 
interest test was satisfied.  

 
3. CRD outlined the public interest test arguments and concluded that the 

public interest was best served in withholding the information and 
awaiting its release at the next scheduled publication date in July 2011.  

 
Request for an internal review 
 
4.  Mr Riead requested an internal review stating: 



‘The publication you mentioned just give the total number of those who 
granted leave to remain and it does not mention the number of cases 
granted ILR or DLR or HP. All the previous publications just mentioned 
the total number granted leave to remain and not just the number of 
cases granted ILR or DLR or HP. Me and the public have the right to 
know the figures so that transparency and accuracy achieved.’ (sic)

Procedural issues 
 
5. Mr Riead’s original request was recorded as having been received on 

19 January 2011. Accordingly the deadline for CRD to respond was 16 
February. The response sent to Mr Riead on 14 February therefore 
complied with section 10(1) of the Act which requires a request to be 
responded to within 20 working days. 

 
6. Mr Riead’s request was acknowledged on the day it was received. 

Whilst not a requirement of the Act, it is considered good practice to 
acknowledge a request for information. I also note that UKBA helpfully 
acknowledged receipt of Mr Riead’s internal review request, advising 
him that it had been passed to the relevant team to deal with.  

 
7. The response was compliant with sections 17(1)(a), 17(1)(b) and 

17(1)(c) of the Act as it specified that a qualified exemption applied to 
some of the information, named the exemption, in this case section 22, 
and stated why it applied.  

 
8. Mr Riead was informed in writing of his right to request an independent 

internal review of the handling of his request, as required by section 
17(7)(a) of the Act. 

 
9. The response also informed Mr Riead of his right of complaint to the 

Information Commissioner, as set out in section 17(7)(b) of the Act.  
 
Consideration of the response 
 
10. I have considered the CRD response.  
 
11. In their response to Mr Riead, CRD advised him that although the 

information was held it was their view that section 22 of the Act applied 
as it was intended to publish the information requested in July 2011.   

 
12. I have however established that the information due to be published in 

July will provide the overall total of concluded cases encompassing the 
three categories of cases requested by Mr Riead, but will not provide 
the individual figures. 

 
13. I have now been provided with the figures in respect of the three 

categories for the period up to 19 January 2011, the date of Mr Riead’s 
original request, and am able to disclose them as follows: 

 



• Number of cases granted Indefinite Leave to Remain  = 145,843
 

• Number of cases granted Discretionary Leave to Remain = 3,405 
 
• Number of cases granted Humanitarian Protection  = 430 

 
Advice and assistance  

14. Not applicable.  
 
Conclusion 
 
15. I conclude that the decision by CRD to apply section 22 of the Act to 

the information requested by Mr Riead was incorrect as the information 
which was intended to be published in July 2011 comprised only an 
overall figure of the concluded cases and would not include the figures 
for the three categories in Mr Riead’s request. This information is now 
provided in paragraph 13 of this report.  

 
16. I am satisfied sections 10(1), 17(7)(a) and (b) of the Act were complied 

with. 
 
17. Although sections 17(1)(a), (b) and (c) of the Act were also complied 

with, the fact that section 22 of the Act was incorrectly applied now 
makes the citing of these sections redundant.   

 

Information Access Team 
Home Office 
17 March 2011 
 


