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Dr James Knapton 

Information Compliance Officer 

 

 

 

 

Dr George Oppitz-Trotman 

 

By email 

 

 

Reference: FOI-2013-375 

13 December 2013 

 

 

 

 
Dear Dr Oppitz-Trotman, 
 
Your request was received on 17 November 2013 and I am dealing with it under the terms of the 
Freedom of Information Act 2000 (‘the Act’). 
 
You asked: 
 

“I am requesting that you provide me with the following documents, for the period 01/09/2012-
17/11/2013: 
1) any and all correspondence with the Cambridgeshire constabulary (aka ‘Cambridgeshire 
police’) or any of its officers, in which the political activities of the university’s undergraduate or 
postgraduate students is substantially discussed. By ‘political activities’ I include especially: the 
planning or execution of protests or direct action; the co-ordination of campaigns against 
government policy. However, I do not exclude anything else which might normally be assumed 
to fall under the rubric ‘political activities’. 
2) any and all correspondence with the the Cambridgeshire constabulary (aka ‘Cambridgeshire 
police’) or any of its officers, in which the activities of the University and College Union is 
substantially discussed. By ‘activities’ I include in particular: the planning or execution of strikes. 
3) any and all correspondence with the Cambridgeshire constabulary (aka ‘Cambridgeshire 
police’) or any of its officers, in which the possibility of recruiting informers from the University’s 
undergraduate or postgraduate cohorts is discussed at all. 
I use the phrase ‘substantially discussed’ in (1) and (2) because I realize that the request might 
become too expensive if the contents of all such correspondence is sifted. If you do not 
consider this too expensive under the terms of the Act, for example if there is only limited total 
correspondence with the Cambridgeshire police, then this process should be undertaken. 
However, if you do consider it too expensive, for example if correspondence with the 
Cambridgeshire police was very regular during this time period, then simply supply all 
correspondence in which the relevant activities are the chief subject(s) under discussion. 
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Fax: +44 (0) 1223 332332 
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Should the total work involved in responding to this request be deemed too expensive under the 
terms of the Act, eliminate elements of the request in this order - (2); (1). If you eliminate both 
and still consider (3) to be too expensive, please supply detailed justification of this reasoning 
by a qualified person as defined under the terms of the Act. 
If any of the information requested is protected by the Data Protection Act 1998, or by other 
relevant laws or regulations, including those exclusions specified by the Act, please supply the 
documents with appropriate redactions. If this should still be insufficient to meet your obligations 
under the DPA and other legal regulations, please supply the date/time of each item of 
correspondence that would ordinarily have been supplied were such restrictions not in place.” 

 
Notwithstanding the University’s substantive response below, I start by pointing out: (a) that the 
Information Commissioner’s latest guidance states that the appropriate limit applies to a request as a 
whole and that a public authority is not obliged to carry out work ‘up to’ this limit, as the wording of your 
request suggests; (b) that the engagement of the exemption at section 12(1) does not require the 
opinion of the qualified person under the Act, as his or her role is limited to the application of section 
36. 
 
The University has conducted searches of correspondence between the University Security Office and 
the Cambridgeshire Constabulary. No information is held to answer your question 3. Information held to 
answer your questions 1 and 2 is attached. Each email exchange has been numbered and each 
individual email has been labelled with its date/time and as being from ‘Security to Police’ (meaning 
from an individual at the University Security Office to an individual at the Cambridgeshire Constabulary) 
or vice versa. 
 
Some text has been redacted either because it does not fall within the scope of your request or under 
the following exemptions: 
(a) Section 40(2), because its release would breach the first data protection principle as set out in 
Schedule 1 to the Data Protection Act 1998. It would be unfair to the relevant individuals to release 
their contact and other personal details into the public domain. This part of section 40 confers absolute 
exemption under the Act. 
(b) Sections 31(1)(a) and 31(2)(i), because its release would be likely to prejudice the prevention and 
detection of crime and/or would be likely to prejudice the University’s ability to secure the health, safety 
and welfare of persons at work. As these are qualified exemptions, the University has considered 
whether, in all the circumstances of the case, the public interest in maintaining the exemptions 
outweighs the public interest in disclosing the information. Exchanges between the University and the 
police are designed to put appropriate resources in place to ensure that the law is not broken, and that 
there are no dangers to health and safety, during demonstrations on private or public property. 
Releasing the correspondence on these matters in an unredacted form would enable members of the 
public to organise their activities with knowledge of the likely security/police presence and operational 
plans. While the level of prejudice is likely to be small when the activities are carried out by University 
students or staff, the same information could be of interest to violent or extremist groups and could be 
used in such a way that public order, the rule of law, and the health and safety of University staff is 
likely to be severely threatened. The University considers that the likelihood of this prejudice outweighs 
the legitimate public interest in the nature of its relations with the police, and that the disclosure of the 
correspondence in its redacted form in any case suffices to meet that interest. 
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Please note that the attached documentation should not be copied, reproduced or used except in 
accordance with the law of copyright. 
 
If you are unhappy with the service you have received in relation to your request and wish to make a 
complaint or request an internal review of this decision, you should write to Dr Kirsty Allen, Head of the 
Registrary’s Office, quoting the reference above, at The Old Schools, Trinity Lane, Cambridge, CB2 
1TN or send an email marked for her attention to xxx@xxxxx.xxx.xx.xx. The University would normally 
expect to receive your request for an internal review within 40 working days of the date of this letter and 
reserves the right not to review a decision where there has been undue delay in raising a complaint. If 
you are not content with the outcome of your review, you may apply directly to the Information 
Commissioner for a decision. Generally, the Information Commissioner cannot make a decision unless 
you have exhausted the complaints procedure provided by the University. The Information 
Commissioner may be contacted at: The Information Commissioner’s Office, Wycliffe House, Water 
Lane, Wilmslow, Cheshire, SK9 5AF (http://www.ico.org.uk/). 
 
Yours sincerely, 

 

James Knapton 
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Email exchange 1

Security to Police 13/9/12 11.07
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Security to Police 12/9/12 17.33

Police to Security 11/9/12 20.26

Security to Police 11/9/12 09.08
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Police to Security 11/9/12 08.56

Police to Security 11/9/12 08.00
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Email exchange 2

Police to Security 25/11/12 20.59
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Email exchange 3

Security to Police 29/11/12 08.48



[bookmark: 10][image: ]

[image: ]



[bookmark: 11][image: ]

[image: ]

[image: ]

Email exchange 4

Security to Police 7/2/13 11.51

Police to Security 7/2/13 09.50
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Email exchange 5

Security to Police 22/2/13 13.35
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Email exchange 6

Security to Police 31/5/13 13.24



[bookmark: 15][image: ]

[image: ]

Email exchange 7

Security to Police 24/10/13.12.58

Police to Security 24/10/13 09.41
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Email exchange 8

Security to Police 30/10/13 10.46
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Security to Police 28/10/13 12.40
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Police to Security 27/10/13 22.52

Security to Police 24/10/13 14.14
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Email exchange 9

Security to Police 5/11/13 09.12
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Email exchange 10

Security to Police 5/11/13 17.38

Police to Security 5/11/13 17.07
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