
 

                                                                             

 

 

2 Marsham Street  
                                                                                                    Home Office Crime and 

Policing Analysis Unit 
Frank Church                                            London 

Email: request-479459-050af0c6@whatdotheyknow.com                           SW1P 4DF 

           

                                                             
Our Ref: FOI 48257 

December 7 2018 

Dear Frank Church 

 

Thank you for your email of April 22, in which you ask for “the document titled 'SERIOUS 

VIOLENCE: Latest evidence on the drivers.' which was produced by the 'Home Office Analysis 

and Insight team.” Your request has been handled as a request for information under the 

Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA).  

 

I can confirm that the Home Office holds the information that you have requested. However, 

after careful consideration we have decided that the information is exempt from disclosure 

under section 35 (1) (a) of the FOIA. This provides that information can be withheld in order to 

protect the policy-making process and maintain the delivery of effective government. A public 

interest test was conducted and it was judged that public interest falls in favour of maintaining 

the exemption. The main reasons for this decision are listed below: 

 
- the powerful public interest in ensuring that there is a space within which ministers and 

officials are able to discuss policy options and deliver advice, freely and frankly; 

 
- ministers and officials also need to be able to conduct rigorous and candid risk 

assessments of their policies and programmes including considerations of the pros and 
cons without there being premature disclosure which might close off better options; 

 
- Unless these considerations are protected there is likely to be a negative effect on the 

conduct of good government. If the public interests outlined above cannot be protected, 
there is a risk that decision-making will become poorer and will be recorded inadequately. 

 

The full arguments for and against disclosure in terms of the public interest, with the reasons 

for our conclusion, are set out in the attached Annex. 

 

If you are dissatisfied with this response you may request an independent internal review of 

our handling of your request by submitting a complaint within two months to 

foirequests@homeoffice.gsi.gov.uk, quoting reference 48257. If you ask for an internal review, 

it would be helpful if you could say why you are dissatisfied with the response.  

 

As part of any internal review the Department's handling of your information request would be 

reassessed by staff who were not involved in providing you with this response. If you were to 

remain dissatisfied after an internal review, you would have a right of complaint to the 

Information Commissioner as established by section 50 of the FOIA.  

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Crime and Policing Analysis Unit.
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Annex  
 

 

Freedom of Information request from Frank Church (reference 48257) 

 

Information requested 

 

The document titled 'SERIOUS VIOLENCE. Latest evidence on the drivers.' which was 

produced by the 'Home Office Analysis and Insight Informing Decisions Through Evidence' 

team. 

 

Response 

 

The information is exempt from disclosure under section 35 (1) (a) of the FOI Act.  This section 

provide that information can be withheld in order to protect the policy-making process and 

maintain the delivery of effective government. 

 

Public interest test in relation to section 35 (1) (a)  

 

Some of the exemptions in the FOIA, referred to as ‘qualified’ exemptions, are subject to a 

public interest test (PIT).  This test is used to balance the public interest in disclosure against 

the public interest in maintaining the exemption.  We must carry out a PIT where we are 

considering using any of the qualified exemptions in response to a request for information.  

 

The ‘public interest’ is not necessarily the same as what interests the public.  In carrying out a 

PIT we consider the greater good or benefit to the community as a whole if the information is 

released or not. Transparency and the ‘right to know’ must be balanced against the need to 

enable effective government and to serve the best interests of the public. 

 

The FOIA is ‘applicant blind’. This means that we cannot, and do not, ask about the motives of 

anyone who asks for information. In providing a response to one person, we are expressing a 

willingness to provide the same response to anyone.  

 

Considerations in favour of disclosing the information 

 

There is a general public interest in providing greater transparency in order to make 

government more accountable to the electorate, which increases trust.  

 

The Government went through a process of assessing the available evidence on factors which 

might be driving increases in serious violence.  Interim findings were set out in a series of 

slide-packs, one of which is the pack requested. The conclusions of this assessment were 

published in the Government’s Serious Violence Strategy on 9 April 2018. Release of the 

requested information could be said to provide more transparency on how evidence was used 

in the process of developing the strategy. Exposing this might impact positively on the public’s 

view of using an evidenced based approach.    

 

Considerations in favour of maintaining the exemption 

 

It is recognised that good Government requires a ‘safe space’ in order for officials to extend 

full and proper consideration to the formulation and development of policy. This safe space 

allows for a considered assessment of the respective merits or de-merits of different courses 

of action, which is vital to the foundation and delivery of effective policy. Without the protection 

afforded by the safe space the policy development process would be markedly more difficult. 



 

The impartiality of the civil service might be undermined if advice was routinely made public as 

there is a risk that officials could come under political pressure not to challenge ideas in the 

formulation of policy, thus leading to poorer decision making. This issue is particularly relevant 

to the use of research evidence and analysis in the policy making process. Research evidence 

may not always align with the direction of policy and so is vulnerable to being marginalised.     

 

Allied to this it is important that officials, when discussing developing areas of Government 

policy, can feel unconstrained in putting forward their views without inhibition. There is an ever 

present risk that if information put forward as part of the policy making process is disclosed 

this might inhibit such dialogue in future.   

 

Unless these considerations are protected there is likely to be a negative effect on the conduct 

of good government. If the public interests outlined above cannot be protected, there is a risk 

that decision-making will become poorer and will be recorded inadequately. 

 

Conclusion 

 

We conclude that the balance of the public interest lies in maintaining the exemption and 

withholding the information. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 


