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  Response Date:23/10/2025 
 
2025/1085 - Correspondence 
 
In response to your recent request for information regarding;  
 
I am writing to request all written digital correspondence between (1) your force's 
team responsible for addressing and responding to freedom of information requests 
and (2) the National Police Chiefs' Council's (NPCC) central referral unit (CRU) in 
September 2025. 
 
I appreciate that parts of the correspondence will need to be redacted, but would 
remind that redaction does not count towards the time/cost limits under s12 of the 
FOIA. The possibility that parts of the correspondence will need to be redacted also 
does not justify withholding the correspondence in its entirety 
 
Please find attached all emails sent between the National Police Chiefs' Council's (NPCC) 
central referral unit (CRU) and our Freedom of Information Team during September 2025. 
 
Names have been removed as to disclose them would be a breach of the Data Protection Act, 
these are exempt under Section 40 (2) of the Freedom of Information Act.  
Therefore, in accordance with the Freedom of Information Act 2000, this letter acts as a 
Refusal Notice under section 17 (1) of the legislation. 
 
Concerns have been raised in providing the email address of the National Police Chiefs' 
Council's (NPCC) central referral unit email address and information wich relate to security 
bodies. A Freedom of Information Act request is not a private transaction. Both the request 
itself, and any information disclosed, are considered suitable for open publication. This is 
because, under Freedom of Information, any information disclosed is released into the wider 
public domain, effectively to the world and not just to one individual. 
 
Therefore, Section 31 (1) Law Enforcement and Section 23 (1) Security Bodies is to be 
considered as part of the Public Interest Test. A Public Interest Test has been carried out to 
weigh up the reasons for and against disclosure of the information requested, to ensure the 
release is in the interest of the public as a whole and not just the applicant.  

 
Section s31(1) Law Enforcement 
Section 23 (1) Information Supplied by , or concerning certain security bodies 
 
Section 31 (1) is a prejudice based qualified exemption, therefore there is a requirement to 
articulate the harm that would be caused in confirming or not that the information is held as well 
as carrying out a public interest test. 
Section 23 (1) is an absolute exemption, therefore there is no requirement to conduct a public 
interest test.  
  



 

 

The Harm Test process requires North Wales Police to consider any possible harm that might 
arise as a result of placing the requested information into the public domain.  This process 
considers the potential harm to: 

  
• Individuals 
• The community as a whole 
• North Wales Police and the wider policing service 
• Other bodies 

 
Harm in respect of s31(1) Law Enforcement 
 
North Wales Police are charged with enforcing the law, preventing and detecting crime and 
protecting the communities we serve. 
While we appreciate you will have no ill meaning behind your request, disclosure of the National Police 
Chiefs' Council's (NPCC) central referral unit email address could result in it being used by those with 
criminal intent to to undermine policing efforts. If the mailbox was bombarded with email this could 
result in emails from Forces getting missed and advice not being provided, potenitally relating to 
national issues where we have to respond the same to ensure the safety of the public.  

Public Interest Test:  
 
Factors favouring Disclosure – the whole purpose of the Freedom of Information Act is to 
ensure transparency therefore providing the email address would show where we contact for 
advice.  
 
Factors favouring Non-Disclosure – providing the email adresss into the public domain could result 
in the CRU becoming less effective due to additional unnecessary emails being received or used by 
those with the necessary criminal intent 
 
Balance Test 
 
The strongest reason favouring disclosure is increasing public knowledge of where we receive advice 
from and North Wales Police being open and transparent.  

The strongest reason favouring non-disclosure is to not undermine the work of the CRU by virtue of an 
adverse FOIA disclosure. 

On weighing up the competing interests I have determined that the disclosure of the above information 
would not be in the public interest. I consider that the benefit that would result from the information 
being disclosed does not outweigh the considerations favouring non-disclosure. A generic name can be 
provided therefore it is obvious where the email is from however the exact email address would not be 
in the pubnlic interest.  

In accordance with the Freedom of Information Act 2000, this letter acts as a Refusal Notice under 
section 17 (1) of the legislation. 
 
 

THIS INFORMATION HAS BEEN PROVIDED IN RESPONSE TO A REQUEST 
UNDER THE FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT 2000, AND IS CORRECT AS AT  

 
21/10/2025 
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From: NPCC CRU Mailbox 
Sent: 11 September 2025 11:57
Subject: CRU 01/CRF/25/005157/H - Pro-Palestine Protests/Arrests - Advice Included

Categories:

OFFICIAL – SENSITIVE 
 

POLICE EYES ONLY 
 

Not to be distributed outside of the Police network or other agencies without prior authorisation from the CRU 

 
Dear All,  

The below FOI request was logged in the CRU. Advice is at the end of this message.  

Our reference:       01/CRF/25/005157/H 
Referred by:        National 
  
Applicant’s request:  

1 - How many people have been arrested by police at or in connection to pro-Palestine protests since the October 7 
Attacks in 2023? Please provide the number of people arrested broken down by age.  
  
2 - What offences were these people arrested for? Please include the breakdown of the number of people arrested 
for each type of offence (e.g. supporting a proscribed organisation, assault on officer, public order offence).  
  
3 - How many people were detained in custody following these arrests? Please provide the breakdown of the 
number detentions in custody for each type of offence.  
  
4 - How many people were charged with the offence they were arrested for? Please provide the breakdown of the 
number of people charged for each type of offence/charge. 

  

CRU Advice:  

We apologise for the delays in our advice at present.  
 
It is likely that this request will engage s12 cost for quite a few forces, and if this is the case for your force we are 
content for you to proceed with this exemption.  
 
However for those forces that have been able to locate the information within cost we would advise to consider the 
below: 
 
Q1 – Although the breakdown of age has been requested, due to the wording we feel that the ages could be broken 
down in to age brackets in a different chart for the response, for example 20-29 years, 30-39 years etc. If this is done 
and you have locally assessed s31 law enforcement and s40 for personal details then these figures can be 
considered for disclosure.   
 
Q2 – Q4,  Similarly if these details are grouped into different charts and you have locally assessed s31 and s40 we 
see no harm in these figures being considered for disclosure.  
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From: NPCC CRU Mailbox 
Sent: 15 September 2025 14:45
Subject: CRU 01/CRF/25/005191/J - Supreme Court ruling Documents - National - Advice Included

OFFICIAL – SENSITIVE 
 

POLICE EYES ONLY 
 

Not to be distributed outside of the Police network or other agencies without prior authorisation from the CRU 
 

 
Dear All,  

The below FOI request was logged in the CRU.  Advice is at the end of this message.  

Our reference:       01/CRF/25/005191/J 
Referred by:        National 
  
Applicant’s request:  

Under the Freedom of Information Act 2000, I request the following information held by Northumbria Police from 1 
January 2020 to the present: 
 
1. Equality Act 2010 Compliance and Supreme Court Ruling 
 
a. Copies of all policies, operational guidance, Equality Impact Assessments (EQIAs), or internal communications 
updated or reviewed following the UK Supreme Court judgment of 16 April 2025 (For Women Scotland Ltd v Scottish 
Ministers), which confirmed that the protected characteristic of “sex” in the Equality Act 2010 refers to biological 
sex. 
b. Any legal advice, risk assessments, or internal discussions on Northumbria Police’s obligations under this ruling. 
c. Steps taken (or planned) to ensure that custody suites, search procedures, detention practices, safeguarding 
arrangements, and staff facilities comply with the biological definition of sex. 
d. Explanations where Northumbria Police has not acted, including the legal or policy rationale. 
 
2. Safeguarding, Compelled Belief, and Workforce Policies 
 
a. Documents relating to how Northumbria Police ensures safeguarding obligations are met in light of the above 
judgment, particularly in custody and frontline operations. 
b. Any HR, workforce, or diversity/equality policies since 2020 referring to “gender identity,” “gender reassignment,” 
or compelled speech/belief requirements. 
c. Complaints, grievances, or misconduct cases concerning staff raising concerns about: 
• Compelled belief or pronoun policies, 
• Freedom of speech or belief, 
• Suppression of lawful gender-critical views. 
d. Correspondence with the College of Policing, NPCC, or Home Office on these matters. 
 
3. Immigration Enforcement and Border Duties 
 
a. Records of collaboration with the Home Office, UK Visas & Immigration (UKVI), or Border Force concerning 
immigration enforcement or cross-border operations with Police Scotland since 2020. 
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b. Internal procedures for identifying, reporting, and processing individuals suspected of being unlawfully resident, 
particularly in custody, stop-and-search, or safeguarding contexts. 
c. Data held on cases where non-UK nationals accessed police services or victim support while immigration eligibility 
or status checks were unresolved. 
d. Any memoranda of understanding (MoUs) or operational agreements with Police Scotland on land-border 
policing and information sharing. 
 
4. Costs, Fraud, and Audit 
 
a. Any internal analysis, audits, or reports on resource impact arising from immigration enforcement duties, non-UK 
national service users, or safeguarding failures since 2020. 
b. Records of suspected or confirmed fraud, false documentation, or misuse of public resources uncovered by 
Northumbria Police in relation to immigration or identity checks. 
c. Whether Northumbria Police tracks the effect of inappropriate eligibility or unlawful residency on frontline 
resourcing, custody capacity, or safeguarding outcomes. 
 
5. Governance, Oversight, and Public Confidence 
 
a. Records of communications with the Home Office, NPCC, HMICFRS, or other oversight bodies regarding risks to 
legality, safeguarding, or public confidence. 
b. Any complaints, FOIs, whistleblower alerts, or media enquiries since 2023 relating to Equality Act compliance, 
safeguarding, compelled belief, or immigration enforcement. 
c. Northumbria Police’s position on accountability: what concrete steps will be taken to address failings (if identified) 
and by what timescale. 
 
Format, Redactions & Exemptions 
 
If you consider that any exemptions (e.g. s.24, s.30, s.31, s.38, s.40, s.43) apply, please: 
        1.      Identify each exemption per item; 
        2.      Provide the public-interest test where relevant; and 
        3.      Release all non-exempt material in redacted/partial form with redaction reasons noted in a schedule. 
 
Section 16 FOIA – Duty to Advise and Assist 
 
If any part risks exceeding the cost limit, please process the remainder and advise how to refine scope (e.g., limit by 
year, operation type, or category). 
 
This request is made in the public interest to ensure Northumbria Police complies with binding Supreme Court 
rulings, the Equality Act 2010, safeguarding duties, immigration law, and public resource accountability in the border 
zone. 

CRU Advice:  

This request as noted by several forces is requesting an extensive amount of information and will require each force 
to check with a variety of departments within their force to obtain the material required. Once the material is 
obtained it will need to be thoroughly locally assessed for s31 considerations.  
Therefore it is highly likely that this will be a s12 response for most, if not all forces. If this is the case for your force 
we are content for you to respond as such and then guide the applicant in how best to revise their request to fit 
below the cost level.  
 
Should your force have been able to obtain all the documentation required and already locally assessed for s31 
considerations, please let us know what you hold and your business leads comments and we can advise further for 
you.  
 







2

 
National Freedom of Information Referral Officer 
National Police FOI & DP Central Referral Unit (NPFDU) 
National Police Chiefs’ Council 
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Kind regards 

  
 

National Freedom of Information Referral Officer 
National Police FOI & DP Central Referral Unit (NPFDU) 
National Police Chiefs’ Council 
 

 
  
  

 

                    

 

 
 
 
 
*********************************************************************************  
This email contains information which is confidential and may also be privileged. It is for the exclusive 
use of the addressee(s) and any views or opinions expressed within are those of the originator and 
not necessarily those of the Force. If you are not the intended recipient(s) please note that any form 
of distribution, copying or use of this email or the information contained is strictly prohibited and may 
be unlawful. If you have received this communication in error please forward a copy to 
informationsecurity@thamesvalley.police.uk and to the sender. Please then delete the email and 
destroy any copies of it. DO NOT use this email address for other enquiries as it will not be responded 
to, nor any action taken upon it. If you have a non-urgent enquiry, please call the Police non-
emergency number 101. If it is an emergency, please call 999. Thank you.  
*********************************************************************************  
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Disclosure of information under the Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA) is considered a release to the world at
large and not a private transaction. Whilst not questioning an applicant’s motives in this case, by making a public
disclosure under FOI, it must be considered that as well as members of the public, criminals, including terrorists will
be able to access the data released. It is widely known that organised criminal gangs and those involved in terrorist
related activity monitor FOI disclosures closely for any information they can use to further their criminal activity.   
 
The threat from terrorism cannot be ignored. It should be recognised that the international security landscape is
increasingly complex and unpredictable. The UK faces a sustained threat from violent terrorists and extremists.  Since 
2006, the UK Government have published the threat level, based upon current intelligence that threat level to the UK
currently is 'substantial, meaning an attack is likely. 
 
https://www.mi5.gov.uk/threat-levels 
 
Any information identifying the focus of policing activity and how they protect and manage data could be used to the
advantage of criminal organisations, serious and organised crime groups and terrorists to undermine the operational
integrity of policing will adversely affect public safety and have a negative impact on, not only law enforcement at a
local level, but policing and operations at a national level, the impact of which risks the national security of the UK. 
 
Public Interest Considerations 
 
Section 24 (2) National Security 
 
Factors favouring complying with Section 1(1)(a) 
 
Any information that would increase public knowledge in showing how resources are allocated in response to events
would favour confirming whether anything else was held or not. This would also support the fundamental purpose of
the Freedom of Information Act, which is to be more open and transparent in the way in which the police perform,
making them more accountable for their actions. Releasing any details regarding XXX Police’s current Data Protection 
Impact Assessments would provide reassurance to the public that the police are appropriately resourced in this area
and would be in a position to respond to any National Security threats or data breach incidents, along with protecting
data of every individual with their force area. Any information which would allow for more accurate public debate
would be a positive factor for disclosure. 
 
Factors against complying with Section 1(1)(a) 
 
Whilst there is a public interest in providing reassurance that the police are appropriately and effectively dealing with
threats posed by terrorist organisations, there is a strong public interest in safeguarding national security and the
welfare and safety of the general public, including all forms of personal data. Any disclosure (including confirming or
denying information is held) has the potential to undermine ongoing and future operations to protect the Security of
the United Kingdom, e.g. counter terrorism activity, both nationally and locally. The risk of significant harm or even
death to the community at large would be increased. 
 
The cumulative effect of terrorists gathering information from various sources would build a picture of potential
vulnerabilities at a local level. The more information disclosed over time will provide a more detailed account of the
investigative focus of not only a force area but also the country as a whole. Any incident which results from such a
disclosure would by default affect National Security. 
 
Section 31(3) Law Enforcement 
 
Factors favouring complying with Section 1(1)(a) 
 
To confirm or deny that any other information is held would make members of the public more aware of the threats
and the forces ability to deal with them. Improved public awareness may lead to more intelligence being submitted
to police about possible further instances regarding personal data and any acts of criminality or perceived terrorism
as members of the public will be more observant to suspicious activity which in turn may result in a reduction of crime.
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Factors against complying with Section 1(1)(a) 
 
To confirm or deny that any other information is held could compromise law enforcement tactics which would hinder
the Police force's ability to prevent and detect crimes. Whilst such information on its own may be perceived as not
harmful, any further information that may be already in the public domain or any that may be asked for in the future
could be detrimental to forces and can contribute to the mosaic effect. The ‘mosaic’ effect is attune to the building
up of a jigsaw, from public disclosures and other information, gradually filling in the pieces to form a complete picture.
For criminals, including serious and organised crime groups and terrorists to gain easy access to such information,
including data for intelligence purposes, along with everyone’s personal data would not only undermine the police’s
primary function of law enforcement but also place the public at significant risk of harm.  
 
Balancing Test 
 
XXX Police is charged with enforcing the law, preventing and detecting crime and protecting the communities we 
serve. The security and maintenance of investigations are of paramount importance and the XXX Police will not 
divulge whether any other information is or is not held. Whilst there is a public interest in the transparency of 
policing and providing assurance that the police service is appropriately and effectively engaging with the threat 
from criminals, there is a very strong public interest in safeguarding the integrity of police investigations. 
 
It is therefore our opinion that for these issues the balancing test for confirming or not that information is held, is 
not made out. 
 

Kind regards 

  
 

National Freedom of Information Referral Officer 
National Police FOI & DP Central Referral Unit (NPFDU) 
National Police Chiefs’ Council 
 

 
  
  

 

                    
 

 

 

  

 
 
 
 
*********************************************************************************  
This email contains information which is confidential and may also be privileged. It is for the exclusive 
use of the addressee(s) and any views or opinions expressed within are those of the originator and 
not necessarily those of the Force. If you are not the intended recipient(s) please note that any form 
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disclosure, for example if a disclosure would reveal low level commercially sensiƟve data such as unit prices, or 
other low level or unique informaƟon that could be deemed commercially sensiƟve to the supplier then s43 would 
be engaged and could apply depending on the strength of your public interest arguments. Equally, if there is any risk 
to the commercial interests of the public authority (say, a contract is currently up for tender and revealing 
informaƟon which consƟtutes low level cosƟngs would harm that, then again, s43 could be considered. However, as 
you are likely aware, there is high threshold required to balance the public interest in favour of non-disclosure for 
s43– ICO guidance can be found here to assist you with that further if required. On that basis, and in our view, 
unless your procurement/contracts team idenƟfy anything specific to your force, the spends can be provided.   
 
Kind regards 

  
 

NaƟonal Freedom of InformaƟon Referral Officer 
NaƟonal Police FOI & DP Central Referral Unit (NPFDU) 
NaƟonal Police Chiefs’ Council 
 

 
  
  

 

                    
 
 
 
 
 
*********************************************************************************  
This email contains information which is confidential and may also be privileged. It is for the exclusive 
use of the addressee(s) and any views or opinions expressed within are those of the originator and 
not necessarily those of the Force. If you are not the intended recipient(s) please note that any form 
of distribution, copying or use of this email or the information contained is strictly prohibited and may 
be unlawful. If you have received this communication in error please forward a copy to 
informationsecurity@thamesvalley.police.uk and to the sender. Please then delete the email and 
destroy any copies of it. DO NOT use this email address for other enquiries as it will not be responded 
to, nor any action taken upon it. If you have a non-urgent enquiry, please call the Police non-
emergency number 101. If it is an emergency, please call 999. Thank you.  
*********************************************************************************  
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PIT wording: 
 
‘The FOI Act obliges a public authority to respond to requests promptly and in any case no later than 20 working days 
a er receiving your request. The first considera on is whether we can comply with s1(1)(a) of the Act, which is our 
duty to confirm whether or not the informa on requested is held, secondly we must comply with s1(1)(b), which is 
the provision of such informa on. However, when a qualified exemp on applies either to the confirma on, or denial 
or to the informa on itself, and the public interest test is engaged, sec on 17(2) of the Act allows the me for 
responding to be extended to longer than 20 working days, if the balance of such public interest is yet to be 
determined. 
 
In this case we have not yet reached a decision on where the balance of the public interest lies in respect of either of 
the above obliga ons. We es mate that it will take an addi onal [xx] days to take a decision on where this balance 
lies. Therefore, we plan to let you have a response by [date]. If it appears that it will take longer than this to reach a 
conclusion, you will be kept informed.  
The specific exemp on(s) which apply in rela on to your request is/are: [include a brief explana on of why it/they 
apply unless it is not apparent or unless you are not required to do so by virtue of s17(4)].  
 
Insert usual complaint informa on.’ 
 
 
Kind regards 

  
 

NaƟonal Freedom of InformaƟon Referral Officer 
NaƟonal Police FOI & DP Central Referral Unit (NPFDU) 
NaƟonal Police Chiefs’ Council 
 

 
  
  

 

                    
 
  
Q1 - When we consulted with policing leads in 2021, it was agreed that the total number of DVI trained offers per 
force was not suitable for release and should be withheld to protect tacƟcal capability. Having re-checked with 
UKDVI, this remains the case. This quesƟon therefore requires exempƟon by virtue of s31(1)(a)(b). A form of words 
can be found at the end of this advice.  
 
Q2 – The applicant asks for the number of DVI trained o icers deployed over a 5-year period, further 
they request a breakdown of these numbers by incident type.  
 
I think it is likely there would be public acknowledgment and/or media coverage for any incident of 
the scale for which DVI trained o icers were required to attend, so the risk in providing a generic list 
of incident categories attended by DCI o icers in general over a 5-year period (with no dates, total 
number of incidents or further information about them) would not seem particularly harmful.  
 
However, in terms of providing the number of o icers deployed,  
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Further providing this broken down by incident type:  
 
In terms of providing the total number of DVI trained o icers who have attended each category (as a 
total over 5 years for each), although harm seems somewhat mitigated because it does not ask about 
individual deployments, considering the approach taken to Q1 and the fact disclosed figures would 
represent the level of DVI o icer deployment at di erent types of incident (which could be argued to 
reveal operational capability) do you believe exemptions should be applied to o icer numbers 
deployed to each incident category? If you do, we would appreciate your reasoning for this and 
rationale in as much detail as possible so we can formulate accurate advice to all forces. If you do 
not feel it is harmful to disclose these figures against the list of incidents, perhaps because it 
represents past deployments, or the number of o icers deployed to an incident is dynamic and case 
by case not formulaic, then we would be grateful for that confirmation also.  
 
Q3 – We se no specific harm in answering this quesƟon.  
 
Q4 – The applicant asks for the “typical” length of service of a DVI officer. Such informaƟon is not likely to be held as 
recorded informaƟon and so a NIH response should be provided.  
 
Q5 – Overall we cannot see harm in providing a response, however we recommend forces locally assess what is held 
to ensure no operaƟonal sensiƟviƟes are captured.  
 
Wording - 2021/24282 - DVI | Gwent Police, foi-2021-563 disaster-vicƟm-idenƟficaƟon.pdf, Disaster VicƟm 
IdenƟficaƟon - 566/2021 | Dyfed-Powys Police,  
 
S31 Harm and PIT wording 
 
Evidence of Harm:  
 
The police service is charged with enforcing the law, prevenƟng and detecƟng crime and protecƟng the communiƟes 
we serve. The release of any operaƟonal capability in terms of numbers of trained DVI personnel could undermine 
that posiƟon. Whilst not quesƟoning the moƟves of any one applicant that may request this informaƟon, it must be 
appreciated that a release under FOI is a disclosure to the world.  
 
DVI is a specialism held by many police forces across the country, in numbers sufficient that in the event of a disaster 
on the largest scale that sufficient DVI trained personnel can respond. 
 
However, disclosure of the exact number of DVI trained personnel currently in the force would undermine 
operaƟonal capability, providing those that would seek to commit criminal acts, informaƟon as to the current police 
DVI resources 
 
 
Kind regards 

  
 

NaƟonal Freedom of InformaƟon Referral Officer 
NaƟonal Police FOI & DP Central Referral Unit (NPFDU) 
NaƟonal Police Chiefs’ Council 
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*********************************************************************************  
This email contains information which is confidential and may also be privileged. It is for the exclusive 
use of the addressee(s) and any views or opinions expressed within are those of the originator and 
not necessarily those of the Force. If you are not the intended recipient(s) please note that any form 
of distribution, copying or use of this email or the information contained is strictly prohibited and may 
be unlawful. If you have received this communication in error please forward a copy to 
informationsecurity@thamesvalley.police.uk and to the sender. Please then delete the email and 
destroy any copies of it. DO NOT use this email address for other enquiries as it will not be responded 
to, nor any action taken upon it. If you have a non-urgent enquiry, please call the Police non-
emergency number 101. If it is an emergency, please call 999. Thank you.  
*********************************************************************************  
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NaƟonal Freedom of InformaƟon Referral Officer 
NaƟonal Police FOI & DP Central Referral Unit (NPFDU) 
NaƟonal Police Chiefs’ Council 
 

 
  
  

 

                    
 
 
 
 
*********************************************************************************  
This email contains information which is confidential and may also be privileged. It is for the exclusive 
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NaƟonal Freedom of InformaƟon Referral Officer 
NaƟonal Police FOI & DP Central Referral Unit (NPFDU) 
NaƟonal Police Chiefs’ Council 
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From: NPCC CRU Mailbox >
Sent: 29 September 2025 12:05
Subject: CRU reference - 25/5327/H - PAG Guidance - Including advice
Attachments: CRU reference Numbers - 25/5054/B, 25/5056/D, 25/5065/E, 25/5101/R - Guidance for Palestine 

Action - Including Advice

OFFICIAL – SENSITIVE 
 

POLICE EYES ONLY 
 

Not to be distributed outside of the Police network or other agencies without prior authorisaƟon from the CRU 
 
Dear All,  
 
The below FOI request was logged in the CRU.  We have assumed the request has gone to all forces. You do not 
need to noƟfy us that you have had this request.  
  
Our reference:    25/5327/H 
Referred by:        All Forces 
  
Applicant’s request:  
 
I would like to request all documents and informaƟon related to any guidance, training and relevant supporƟng 
documents provided to or created by your police force following 5 July 2025, as well as all internal guidance or 
training delivered by your force as it relates to: 
 
• The policing of the protests in support of PalesƟne AcƟon or against the proscripƟon of this body, and; 
• Online or offline support of the body. 
  
CRU Advice:  
  
Recent advice was circulated regarding guidance regarding PAG proscripƟon - CRU ref: 5056/D (aƩached). This 
request may not capture everything captured and commented on in 5056/D, but that advice will provide you with 
our advice on local assessment as well as the posiƟon on any naƟonal documents you idenƟfy as captured here.  
 
If you require anything further, please refer to the CRU.  
 
Kind regards 

  
 

NaƟonal Freedom of InformaƟon Referral Officer 
NaƟonal Police FOI & DP Central Referral Unit (NPFDU) 
NaƟonal Police Chiefs’ Council 
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Applicant’s request: 

I am writing to request information under freedom of information legislation, regarding your organisation's use of 
artificial intelligence (AI) technology/technologies. 
 
I would be grateful if you could provide the following detail: 
 
1) AI Systems in use 
A list of tools, platforms or systems currently deployed or being piloted/trialled. 
The purpose and function of each of the above. 
The departments or services where these are operational. 
2) Procurement and development 
Details of any contracts, tenders or partnerships with external providers for AI solutions. 
Total expenditure on AI related technologies over the past three financial years, broken down by year. 
3) Governance and Ethical Oversight 
Copies of, or information relating to, any internal policies, frameworks or guidance documents relating to the use of 
AI. 
Any ethical review processes or risk assessments conducted prior to deployment. 
Details of any group responsible for the oversight of AI use within your organisation. 
4) Impact on Workforce 
Any assessments, reports or internal communications regarding the impact of AI on staffing levels, job roles or 
workforce planning (including recruitment, redundancy). 
Information on any roles that have been automated, restructured or made redundant due to AI implementation. 
Details of any training, redeployment or upskilling initiatives offered to staff in response to the adoption of AI. 
Any consultations with trade unions or staff representatives regarding AI-related changes. 
5) Performance and Evaluation 
Evaluations, audits or performance reviews of AI systems, as referenced in section 1. 
Evidence of how AI systems have affected service delivery, decision-making or operational efficiency. 
6) Data protection and privacy 
Types of data used to train or operate AI systems, including whether this data is synthetic or not. 
Measures in place to ensure compliance with data protection legislation, including the DPA 2018 and UK GDPR. 
Procedures for handling bias, transparency and accountability in AI decision-making. 
 
If any of the above information is already publicly accessible, please provide details as to where this information can 
be accessed and if any clarification is required, please contact me ASAP. 
 
Thank you in advance for your support with this request - I look forward to your response. 
 
Kind regards, 

 

 
(Pronoun: she/her why have I put this?) 

NPFDU FOI Referral Officer 
National Police Freedom of Information and Data Protection Unit | National Police Chiefs Council 

,NPFDU PO Box 481, Fareham, Hampshire. PO14 9FS 
*  

' Via MS Teams 
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Please treat this as a request for information under the Freedom of Information Act 2000. 
 
Request 
Please provide the following information: 
 
1. Implementation timeline 
a. The month and year in which your force first began using polygraph tests in relation to sex offenders. 
b. Whether usage has expanded since initial implementation, and if so, how and when. 
 
2. Volume of testing 
a. Annual totals of polygraph tests conducted since implementation. 
b. Cumulative total number of tests administered to date. 
 
3. Types of subjects 
a. The number of convicted sex offenders (e.g., under licence, probation, or other) tested each year, versus suspects 
not yet convicted. 
b. Annual breakdowns where possible. 
 
4. Outcomes of testing 
a. The number of tests leading to further disclosures (e.g., admissions of reoffending, breach of licence conditions, 
or other risk-related information). 
b. The number of tests resulting in actual action (e.g., changes to licence conditions, recall to custody, initiation of 
investigations). 
c. Any data on the percentage of tests resulting in significant disclosures or actions. 
 
5. Purpose and procedure 
a. The stated purpose of polygraph testing within your force's sex offender management or investigative processes. 
b. Who conducts the tests (e.g., trained police officers, probation staff, or external examiners). 
c. Whether the tests are voluntary or mandatory, and under what circumstances. 
d. The training, standards, or qualifications required for individuals conducting polygraph examinations. 
e. The oversight mechanisms or quality assurance processes in place to ensure polygraph use is compliant and 
effective. 
 
6. Legal and oversight considerations 
a. Whether polygraph results are admissible as evidence in court within your force's jurisdiction. 
b. Any legal or practical limitations your force has encountered regarding polygraph use (e.g., accuracy concerns, 
legal challenges, or statutory restrictions). 
c. Details of any internal or external evaluations, audits, or research into the effectiveness or reliability of polygraph 
testing in relation to sex offenders, including copies or references to such reports. 
 
7. Policy and guidance 
a. Copies of any policies, procedures, training manuals, or internal guidance documents relating to the use of 
polygraph tests in relation to sex offenders. 
b. If full copies cannot be provided, the titles, authors, and dates of the documents. 

 

CRU Advice:  
 
Advice is provided on the assumption that all the requested information can be located and retrieved within the 
cost threshold. Where this is not the case, s12 is recommended to be used. When issuing your refusal notice we 
recommend you advise the applicant how best to refine their request, if feasible to do so. 
 
Q1 - Each force will need to locally assess the information they hold relevant to these questions. However we see no 
harm in disclosing this figure if held.  
b - As the applicant has only specified the time frame of ‘When your force first began using polygraph tests in 
relation to sex offenders’ this may go over cost depending on when your force started using polygraphs. If it does 
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not then we see no harm in a yes or no answer on the first part of the question but a partial NCND s23(5), s24(2), 
s30(3), s31(3) will be required for the second half of it in respect of any information held about the how and when 
uses of other polygraph functions that may capture CT related functions. 
If your force does not use polygraph testing and have no polygraph trained officers or staff, you can disclose that 
you do not conduct polygraph testing of sex offenders and DA, however the partial NCND will still need to be applied 
for the CT related functions.  
 
Q2 – We see no harm in these figures being disclosed as a whole  
 
Q3 – Again we see no harm in these figures being disclosed as a whole.  
 
Q4 -It is our understanding that forces do not routinely use Polygraph tests for investigative purposes. However, this 
is not to say that they haven’t. Regardless, as the applicant has been broad in that the questions relating to “any 
further disclosures”, Subject to local assessment, there is no immediate harm in providing statistical data requested, 
along with the partial NCND  

Forces that do not conduct Polygraph testing can state No Information held in respect of sex offenders and DA 
offenders,  

Q5(a)- This is simply an explanation of why polygraphs are used as the applicant has not been very specific 
b-This can be disclosed but no ranks given 
c- We see no harm in this being disclosed if held 
d&e – This will need through local assessment and may be likely to require the partial NCND  

 

Q6 – Have your legal team areas discussed any harm that they see in these questions. We would advise practitioners 
to first seek out there comments. We envision that Q6(a) will be acceptable to be disclosed and Qb & Qc will need to 
have the partial NDND but this will need to be evaluated by your team.  

Q7 – Please see attached advice 560/23  

Please find below a form of words to assist. 

Form of words to assist 

Force Name can neither confirm nor deny whether it holds any other information that you requested as the duty in 
Section 1(1)(a) of the Freedom of Information Act 2000 (the Act) does not apply by virtue of the following 
exemptions: 

Section 23(5) - Information supplied by, or relating to, bodies dealing with security matters 

Section 24(2) – National Security 

Section 30(3) – Criminal Investigations 

Section 31(3) – Law Enforcement 

HARM 

The FOI Act 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, including those who might represent a threat to the UK. 

It is public knowledge that not all Police forces conduct Polygraph Testing of post-conviction sex offenders, and this 
extends to the testing of Domestic Abuse (DA) offenders. It is also public knowledge that the 2014 National Policing 
stance sets out the evidential implications of using Polygraph within the investigation setting: 
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https://library.college.police.uk/docs/APPREF/National-Policing-Position-Statement-use-of-Polygraph-May-2014.pdf 

However, modern day policing is intelligence led and this is particularly pertinent with regard to law enforcement, 
and Counter Terrorism. The public expect police forces to use all powers and tactics available to them to prevent 
and detect crime or disorder and maintain public safety. As such, confirmation or denial is only possible when doing 
so would not reveal certain tactics and techniques, the extent to which they may be deployed, and whether 
information is held that has a bearing on matters of National Security. 

The threat from terrorism cannot be ignored. It is generally recognised that the international security landscape is 
increasingly complex and unpredictable. Since 2006, the UK Government has published the threat level based upon 
current intelligence, and that threat is currently judged as “SUBSTANTIAL”, meaning that an attack on the UK is 
likely. 

It is well established that police forces use tactics and technology to gain intelligence in order to counteract criminal 
behaviour, and it has been previously documented in the media that many terrorist incidents have been thwarted 
due to intelligence gained by these means. 

To confirm or deny that any other information is held in relation to Polygraph testing in circumstances or scenarios 
beyond sex offender, or DA offender management at force level, would reveal whether the technique has utility 
beyond post-conviction sex offender, or DA offender testing within the wider Law Enforcement sphere. Notably, to 
confirm or deny whether any other information is held relevant to Polygraph testing in a Counter Terrorism setting, 
whether that is a post-conviction terrorist offender, or someone suspected of being so connected with such 
activities, would reveal whether such techniques are in use as an investigative, and more so, intelligence gathering 
tactic. 

Confirmation or denial across the Police Service would infer that there are gaps within the intelligence picture 
nationally which, for certain criminal elements and extremists, may embolden them to focus efforts within areas 
that they deem to be “soft” targets. Any incident that results from such a disclosure would by default affect National 
Security. 

Public Interest Test 

Some of the exemptions in the FOI Act, 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 favour of withholding 
the information, or the considerations for and against the requirement to say whether the information requested is 
held or not. 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 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. The ‘right to know’ must be balanced 
against the need to enable effective law enforcement and to serve the best interests of the public. 

S24(2) - Considerations in favour of confirming or denying the information is held 

The public are entitled to know how public funds are spent and confirm or deny the requested information is held 
would allow the public to see where money is being spent and know that forces are doing as much as possible to 
combat terrorism. 

S24(2) - Considerations in favour of neither confirming or denying the information is held 

To confirm or deny information is held would render security measures less effective. Any information shared 
between law enforcement partners (i.e. intelligence) has the potential to cover all aspects of criminal activity, be it 
threats to life, or intelligence relating to terrorist activity. Confirmation or denial could highlight to those intent on 
criminality, whether or not information has been shared. Confirming such would dramatically weaken the 
effectiveness of intelligence led policing. The public entrust the Police Service to make appropriate decisions with 
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regard to their safety and protection and the only way of reducing risk is to be cautious with any information, no 
matter how generic that is. 

S30(3) - Considerations in favour of confirming or denying the information is held 

There is a public interest in the transparency of policing operations and providing assurance that Force Name is 
appropriately and effectively dealing with Counter Terrorism. Confirming or denying whether any other information 
is held would allow the public to make informed decisions about these matters. 

S30(3) - Considerations in favour of neither confirming or denying the information is held 

Whilst there is a public interest in the transparency of policing operations and providing assurance that Force Name 
is appropriately and effectively dealing with the threat of Terrorism, there is a strong public interest in safeguarding 
the integrity of police investigations and operations and in maintaining confidence in the Police Service. Any ongoing 
or future investigations, or operations to protect the security and infrastructure of the UK would be compromised as 
terrorists could map the level of Counter-Terrorist activity and intelligence sharing across the country, providing 
them with the knowledge of individual force capability as well as valuable knowledge concerning the vulnerability of 
individual force areas. 

S31(3) - Considerations in favour of confirming or denying the information is held 

FORCE NAME has a responsibility to conduct its business in an open and transparent manner. Confirmation or denial 
of all circumstances related to the use of Polygraph testing would assure the public that the police is committed to 
combating crime and terrorism. It would also ensure the public that the activities of certain individuals are being 
monitored by law enforcement so that individuals are aware of the investigative techniques used in order to protect 
the public, thus leading to better public awareness. 

S31(3) - Considerations in favour of neither confirming or denying the information is held 

Disclosure of the information, if held, would mean releasing sensitive information into the public domain, which 
could compromise law enforcement tactics, which could in turn hinder the prevention and detection of crime. To 
disclose whether information is held in relation to Polygraph Testing, whether by the force itself, or through the 
provision of information from other Law Enforcement partners in relation to Counter Terrorism would: 

a) allow criminals and extremists to evade prosecution or detection if they believe such practices are not in use for 
the purpose of seeking intelligence, or; 

b) cause criminals and extremists to alter their behaviour if they become aware of the tactics and techniques the 
police might employ, and to what extent. 

Therefore confirming or denying whether any other information is held could compromise the prevention and 
detection of crime, which includes Terrorism. 

Balancing Test 

As evidenced within the harm above, confirming or denying any other information is held relevant to this request 
would start to indicate levels of specific policing activity at force level, and more broadly from a national perspective 
in relation to Counter Terrorism matters. 

The Police Service will not divulge information if to do so would place the safety of an individual at risk or undermine 
Law Enforcement. Whilst there is a public interest in the transparency of policing operations, and in this case 
providing assurance that FORCE NAME is appropriately and effectively engaging with the threat posed by criminal 
and terrorist activity (either at force level or through the provision of assistance to, or from partners) there is a very 
strong public interest in safeguarding law enforcement, which by extension includes National Security. 
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As much as there is public interest in knowing that policing activity is appropriate and balanced about such matters, 
this will only ever be overridden in exceptional circumstances. Matters is relation to crime and terrorism are 
sensitive issues of intelligence value to those who would do harm, and therefore it is our opinion that for these 
issues the balancing test for confirming or denying whether any other information is held in relation to Polygraph 
tests and Counter Terrorism would not be in the public interest. 
 
 
If you need any further advice please let us know. 

Kind regards, 

 
(Pronoun: she/her why have I put this?)  
NPFDU FOI Referral Officer 
National Police Freedom of Information and Data Protection Unit | National Police Chiefs Council  
,NPFDU PO Box 481, Fareham, Hampshire. PO14 9FS 
*   
' Via MS Teams 
Advanced notification of leave: 
 
 
 
 
*********************************************************************************  
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The below FOI request was logged in the CRU.  Advice is at the end of this message.  

Our reference:    25/5158/I 
Referred by:        All forces 
  
Applicant’s request:  

The current versions of your internal policies and/or procedures relating to: 

Violence Against Women and Girls (VAWG) 
Child Sexual Abuse (CSA) 
Child Sexual Exploitation (CSE) 
Safeguarding of vulnerable adults and children 
Victim communication, trauma-informed approaches, and victim engagement 

Any internal guidance issued to officers regarding: 
Victim withdrawal of support and No Further Action outcomes 
The Victim's Right to Review (VRR) process 
Supporting survivors with complex trauma, neurodivergence, or language barriers 

If applicable, your local implementation strategy or action plan relating to: 
The NPCC VAWG strategic framework 
Operation Soteria Bluestone 
Public confidence or trust-building plans with survivors of sexual violence 

If any of these documents are not available, please confirm whether such policies or guidance exist. 

CRU Advice:  

As with any request, the first consideration should be cost. If to locate and retrieve the requested information would 
exceed the cost limits of the act, then s12 should be used. When issuing your refusal notice we recommend you 
notify the applicant how best to refine their request, if feasible to do so. 

If s12 is not relevant, then it is possible s14 may be a consideration for some. It will obviously depend upon how 
much information is retrieved and the extent to which that will require review and redaction to prepare it for 
release, however if forces are of the view that to review and redact the information to prepare it for release would 
impose an excessive burden to the force, then s14 can be considered.  

For forces that are considering this approach, ICO guidance on single burdensome requests is provided for you to 
refer to. If following review of that guidance you require further specific assistance from us on the use of s14, then 
please refer to us with details and we will aim to assist.  

If neither s12 nor s14 apply, then the following is relevant:  

For any information already in the public domain from an official source, s21 can be cited. For anything else held, 
thorough local assessment will be required in consultation with the relevant business area for any s31(1)(a)(b) and 
s40(2) considerations.  

Given the subject matter of some of the policies requested, CSE for example, there may also be some references to 
s23 bodies such as the NCA captured.  

 Equally in respect of internal guidance and/or 
implementation strategies, for anything identified as originating from a national body such as the NPCC, Home 
Office or College of Policing, then please provide us with a copy of the document in question (with any s31 and s40 
redactions already highlighted) and we will consult with the relevant body on disclosure.  

If nothing is identified as originating from or related to a s23 body or a national body, then we are happy for you to 
proceed with your own s31 and s40 assessment.  

Kind regards 
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National Freedom of Information Referral Officer 
National Police FOI & DP Central Referral Unit (NPFDU) 
National Police Chiefs’ Council 
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test outcome. 
  
CRU Advice 
  
The following is provided in line with the views of the NPCC Armed Policing Portfolio. 
 
In brief: 
 

• We are aware that the MPS and Police Scotland have avowed purchasing the Plascan Sandcat variant.  
 

• We are aware that a number of other forces have already, or are considering, purchasing Sandcat’s. But at 
this time, we aren’t aware of wide spread force publication about such information. 

 
• We know not all forces will hold information for this request. However; 

 
• We are advising that all forces other than the MPS/Police Scotland respond NCND s24(2) and s31(3).  

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 
A form of words to assist with the NCND s24(2) and s31(3) 
 
Harm in complying with Section 1(1)(a) – to confirm or nor whether information is held 
 
The Police Service is charged with enforcing the law, preventing and detecting crime and protecting the 
communities we serve.  In order to achieve these objectives we are allowed to use reasonable force where 
necessary to do so.  In the ultimate circumstance this can include the use of lethal force but the rule of thumb is to 
use the minimum amount necessary to achieve the objective.  In reality this equates to the use of the minimum 
amount of force required to overcome the violence, used or threatened, by those wishing to cause harm. 
 
As part of this equation we also have to pay heed to the Human Rights Convention particularly Article 2 – The Right 
to life.  The law and regulations relating to the use of force are detailed within the Authorised Professional Practice 
(APP) document for Armed Policing. 
 
Armed Policing is a highly specialised area of firearms deployment and weapons training.  It is an emotive subject 
under constant scrutiny and, by default, is always in the public eye.  There is a long history of excellent practice 
nationally and Armed Policing is regarded as being at the forefront of firearms issues.    
 
Any release under FOIA is a disclosure to the world, not just to the individual making the request.  To confirm or not 
that information is held in relation to this request would reveal whether or not FORCE NAME has Plascan Sandcat 
armoured vehicles.  Such awareness would reveal tactical capability and is likely to influence the criminals, which 
may include terrorists or terrorist organisations, who are prepared to resort to the use of extreme force in order to 
avoid detection and capture.  By fully knowing whether or not these vehicles are used by FORCE NAME will enable 
offenders to ensure they are armed in a way as to overcome the police response. 



3

 
This creates if you will an ‘arms race’ to the detriment of the criminals themselves, as the use of lethal weapons 
becomes more and more the only resolution option, and endangers both the public and officers themselves.  This is 
best evidenced by the fact that the United Kingdom, even in these violent times, has been able to maintain a 
basically unarmed Police Service, with the resulting benefits this delivers when compared with other countries, such 
as America, where armed conflict resolution with law enforcement agencies depends on who has the most effective 
weapons.  
 
Furthermore, the threat from terrorism cannot be ignored.  It is generally recognised that the international security 
landscape is increasingly complex and unpredictable.  The current UK threat level from international terrorism, 
based on intelligence, is assessed as Substantial, which means that a terrorist attack is likely. 
 
In order to counter criminal and terrorist behaviour it is vital that the police have the ability to adopt techniques and 
procedures commensurate with the perceived threat, and deploy accordingly. The prevention and detection of 
crime is the foundation upon which policing is built and the police have a clear responsibility to prevent crime, arrest 
those responsible for committing crime or those that plan to commit crime.  However, there is also a duty of care to 
the public at large.  The UK Police Service has a positive undertaking to protect the public from harm and that duty 
of care to all involved must be the overriding consideration.  
 
The protection of the public is of paramount importance and FORCE NAME will not divulge whether information is 
or is not held if to do so could compromise Law Enforcement.  
 
Public Interest Considerations 
 
Section 24(2) National Security 
 
Factors for disclosure 
                         
The public are entitled to know why decisions are made and how resources are distributed within an area of 
policing.  Confirmation would inform the public that the police provide an appropriate level of tactical armed 
response when required.  This would provide transparency with regard to the use of public funds inasmuch as the 
funds are being used correctly and appropriately ensuing the Armed Policing Departments within individual forces 
are equipped adequately.  
 
Factors against disclosure 
 
Whilst there is a public interest in providing reassurance that the police are appropriately and effectively dealing 
with threats posed by terrorist organisations, there is a strong public interest in safeguarding national security and 
the welfare and safety of the general public. 
 
Taking into account the current security climate within the United Kingdom, no information which may aid a 
terrorist should be disclosed.  To what extent this information may aid a terrorist is unknown, but it is clear that it 
will have an impact on a force’s ability to monitor terrorist activity.  The public entrust the Police Service to make 
appropriate decisions with regard to their safety and protection, as well of the safety of their officers and staff.  The 
only way of reducing risk is to be cautious with what is placed into the public domain.  Confirmation or denial has 
the potential to undermine ongoing and future operations to protect the Security of the United Kingdom, e.g. 
counter terrorism activity.  The risk of significant harm or even death to the community at large would be 
increased.    
 
Any incident that results from such a disclosure would by default affect National Security. 
 
Section 31 
 
Factors for disclosure 
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From: NPCC CRU Mailbox 
Sent: 22 September 2025 10:48
Cc: '#Freedom of Information Requests'; 'Freedom of Information'; 'FOI-Team'; 

'foi@cambs.police.uk';  PS2366'; 'Cheshire'; 'City of London - FOI'; 'Information 
Rights Requests'; 'FOI'; 'Cumbria Constabulary FOI';  
'FOI@Derbyshire.police.uk'; 'Devon and Cornwall'; 'Dorset'; ''Doverport'; 'Durham'; 'Dyfed-Powys'; 
'Info Rights Freedom Essex'; 'Freedom.Information@gloucestershire.police.uk'; ''Greater 
Manchester FOI'; 'FreedomOfInformation'; PUBLIC ACCESS Mailbox; 'FOI@herts.police.uk'; 
'FOIRequests@homeoffice.gov.uk'; 'Humberside'; 'Freedom of Information Kent'; 'Lancashire FOI'; 
'FOI'; 'foi@lincs.police.uk'; 'MDP-FOI-DP (MULTIUSER'; ''Merseyside FOI'; 'Metropolitan FOI'; 

'; 'Freedom Of Information (Norfolk'; Freedom of Information Team; 'North 
Yorkshire FOI'; 'Freedom of Information'; ''Northumbria FOI'; 
'freedomofinformation@notts.police.uk'; NPCC FOI Request Mailbox; 'NPCC Media ** DO NOT 
REMOVE FROM FORCE CONTACTS **'; ''PSNI Generic Mailbox'; 'FOI'; 'Information@south-
wales.police.uk'; 'South Yorkshire'; 'Freedom of Information'; 'States of Jersey - f'; 
'States of Jersey - '; 'INFORMATION@suffolk.police.uk'; '!Freedom of 
Information (Surrey)'; 'FOI@sussex.police.uk'; Public Access TV; 
'CRUadviceWarks@Warwickshire.police.uk'; 'West Mercia FOI'; 'foi@westmidlands.police.uk'; 
'Freedom of Information'; 'Wiltshire FOI'

Subject: OS - CRU 25/5300 - Human bodies and remains 
Attachments: Log No. 621/24 - Britt - CRU Circulation (28/06/2024) - Unidentified Bodies - Including Advice of 

s12 is not relevant

OFFICIAL – SENSITIVE 
 

POLICE EYES ONLY 
 

Not to be distributed outside of the Police network or other agencies without prior authorisa on from the CRU 
Dear All,  
 
We are circula ng this for awareness only. We don’t know if the request below has been tailored and sent to 
mul ple forces, but it is a reminder about advice given previously (see a ached) that there is no immediate harm in 
responding to requests seeking to know the number of inves ga ons into uniden fied bodies/remains. However, 
where the request asks for data in respect of human bodies/remains held in custody of the force, that would be a 
NIH response.  
 
Subject to local assessment, we have no overriding concerns with this request. 
  
Our reference:       01/CRF/25/005300/W 
Referred by:        South Yorks Police 
Applicant:   
  
Applicant’s request:  
Request for InformaƟon under the Freedom of InformaƟon Act 2000 I am wriƟng to request informaƟon concerning 
unidenƟfied bodies or remains within the jurisdicƟon of South Yorkshire police over the past five years, and the 
current status. Please provide the following informaƟon: 
 
1. How many unidenƟfied bodies or sets of human remains have been discovered in South Yorkshire from 2020 unƟl 
now for which idenƟty has not been established. 
1a. Of those, how many remain unidenƟfied as of the date of this request. 
 
I understand that according to the NaƟonal Crime Agency or Missing Persons databases there is currently just one 
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From: NPCC CRU Mailbox 
Sent: 19 September 2025 12:51
Subject: CRU ref: 25/5194/M - DVI - Acknowledgement of receipt of information held

Categories:

OFFICIAL – SENSITIVE 
 

POLICE EYES ONLY 
 

Not to be distributed outside of the Police network or other agencies without prior authorisaƟon from the CRU 
 

Good aŌernoon,  
 
Thank you for providing the informaƟon you hold for the above referenced case. I have informed the policing lead 
s12 is not relevant to your force and asked for further consultaƟon, specifically on quesƟons 1 & 2.  
 
As soon as they respond, further advice will be formulated and circulated.  
 
Kind regards 

  
 

NaƟonal Freedom of InformaƟon Referral Officer 
NaƟonal Police FOI & DP Central Referral Unit (NPFDU) 
NaƟonal Police Chiefs’ Council 
 

 
  
  

 

                    
 
 
 
 
*********************************************************************************  
This email contains information which is confidential and may also be privileged. It is for the exclusive 
use of the addressee(s) and any views or opinions expressed within are those of the originator and 
not necessarily those of the Force. If you are not the intended recipient(s) please note that any form 
of distribution, copying or use of this email or the information contained is strictly prohibited and may 
be unlawful. If you have received this communication in error please forward a copy to 
informationsecurity@thamesvalley.police.uk and to the sender. Please then delete the email and 
destroy any copies of it. DO NOT use this email address for other enquiries as it will not be responded 
to, nor any action taken upon it. If you have a non-urgent enquiry, please call the Police non-



1

From: NPCC CRU Mailbox 
Sent: 26 September 2025 15:37
Subject: CRU ref: 25/5194/M - DVI - Final Advice

Categories:

OFFICIAL – SENSITIVE 
 

POLICE EYES ONLY 
 

Not to be distributed outside of the Police network or other agencies without prior authorisaƟon from the CRU 
 
Good aŌernoon,  
 
Our reference: 25/5194/M 
Referred by: NaƟonal 
 
Further to advice circulated on 18th September, the below is provided to forces for whom s12 is not relevant or for 
whom revised requests have been received following s12 refusal. This has been compiled following consultaƟon 
with the policing lead and incorporates their views.  
 
Ques on 1:  
 
In 2021 we advised that requests for the total number of trained DVI officers in the force be withheld. We have 
confirmed with the policing lead that this stance should be maintained. While it is accepted that DVI is not part of 
the first wave of response to an incident, it is a criƟcal policing funcƟon in any serious incident response, and the 
lead confirms that on that basis the harm remains as it was in 2021, namely that where individual forces provide the 
number of officers currently trained in DVI, this would create a mosaic effect across the country showing areas of 
capability and vulnerability. This undermines operaƟonal policing. Therefore, we advise s31(1)(a)(b) is relevant to 
this quesƟon. A form of words for this can be found at the end of this advice.  
 
Ques on 2: 
 
The applicant asks for the total number of DVI officers deployed across a full 5-year period with a list of the types of 
incidents which have been aƩended. Following consultaƟon, it is agreed there is no immediate harm in providing 
data for this quesƟon if held, this includes staƟng where no deployments have taken place. This is primarily because 
the request is for high level, historical deployment data which spans 5 years as a total and would not, in our view or 
the policing lead’s, reflect the current DVI capability of the force. Having said that, there are a couple of points to 
make:  
 
Individual assessment is advised before idenƟfying any incident types which carry specific local sensiƟviƟes and thus 
for which s31 may need to be considered. Generally, considering the scale of incidents that require DVI trained 
officers to aƩend, and thus what is likely to be in the public domain about any such incident occurring we feel the 
risks are minimal from this perspecƟve, but obviously we cannot know all individual force circumstances. 
PracƟƟoners should therefore ensure this is checked with relevant business areas prior to disclosure.  
 
As stated above, we do not believe the number of DVI trained officers deployed will reveal anything that shows 
current capability. However, there is no requirement to breakdown the number of officers deployed to each 
incident, or even to each incident type, so we recommend that any disclosure is simply a total number of officers 
deployed in the full 5 years (as 1 figure), with and a separate, generic list of incident types aƩended.  
 
Ques on 3 
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We see no harm in answering this quesƟon.  
 
Ques on 4 
 
I don’t believe forces will hold “typical” lengths of service as recorded informaƟon. Nor do I think there will be a 
“set” term someone is rostered into a DVI officer role, so this is likely to be NIH. However, there is no harm in staƟng 
you have no set term or tenure in the role, and should a force wish to provide a generic comment outside of the act 
as a gesture of goodwill about length of officer service (I note some propose to state officers rouƟnely stay in post 
over 5 years) there would be no harm in doing that, if you choose to.  
 
Ques on 5  
 
No specific issues have been raised to us by the lead for this quesƟon, and we don’t see any immediate harm in 
answering the quesƟon. Therefore, disclosure can be considered subject to individual force assessment.  
 
Form of words s31(1)(a)(b) for Ques on 1:  
 
Evidence of Harm:  
 
DVI is a specialism held by police forces across the country in numbers sufficient that in the event of a disaster on 
the largest scale that sufficient DVI trained personnel can respond.  However, to release details of the exact number 
of officers trained in DVI in a force-by-force manner would not only reveal individual force capability, but it would 
also create a mosaic effect across the country showing areas of capability and, more perƟnently, potenƟal 
vulnerability.  It should be remembered that a release of informaƟon under FOI is not a private transacƟon, it is a 
disclosure to the world. It is known that criminals and those with criminal intent rouƟnely monitor informaƟon 
made publicly available under FOI, consequently, for those that would seek to commit criminal acts, revealing the 
areas of capability and vulnerability could then be used to gain an advantage resulƟng in further criminal acƟvity 
which places the public at increased risk.  
 
Public Interest test 
 
Factors favouring disclosure:  
 
Disclosure of this informaƟon would adhere to the basic principle of being open and transparent and would provide 
beƩer awareness which may in turn reassure the public.  
 
Factors favouring non-disclosure:  
 
Where the current or future law enforcement role of the police may be compromised by the release of informaƟon, 
the effecƟveness of the police service will be reduced. Providing the requested informaƟon would allow those who 
seek to commit criminal acts the ability to understand operaƟonal capabiliƟes of police forces. This would 
undermine police resources in their primary funcƟon of law enforcement and public protecƟon, ulƟmately puƫng 
the public at risk. Any disclosure of informaƟon which would undermine the Police service’s ability to serve the 
public and protect them from harm is not in the public interest to disclose. 
 
Kind regards 

  
 

NaƟonal Freedom of InformaƟon Referral Officer 
NaƟonal Police FOI & DP Central Referral Unit (NPFDU) 
NaƟonal Police Chiefs’ Council 
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From: NPCC CRU Mailbox >
Sent: 20 September 2025 12:07
Subject: FW: CRU ref: 25/5194/M - DVI - wording error on original advice - clarification

Categories:

OFFICIAL – SENSITIVE 
 

POLICE EYES ONLY 
 

Not to be distributed outside of the Police network or other agencies without prior authorisaƟon from the CRU 
 
Good morning all,  
 
In reference to the below advice circulaƟon, it has been brought to my aƩenƟon that some informaƟon was 
included at the very end of the email which should not have been, and that its inclusion has caused some confusion.  
 
For clarificaƟon, none of the informaƟon beyond the first signature block should have been included on the advice. 
These were iniƟal draŌ lines and informaƟon intended for the policing lead consultaƟon only – they are not for 
forces to use. Please therefore disregard these lines enƟrely.  
 
Sincere apologies that this was not picked up before the advice was issued and for any confusion it has caused. 
 
Kind regards 

  
 

NaƟonal Freedom of InformaƟon Referral Officer 
NaƟonal Police FOI & DP Central Referral Unit (NPFDU) 
NaƟonal Police Chiefs’ Council 
 

 
  
  

 

                    
 
 
From: NPCC CRU Mailbox  
Sent: 18 September 2025 13:25 
Subject: CRU ref: 25/5194/M - DVI - Including Advice 
 

OFFICIAL – SENSITIVE 
 

POLICE EYES ONLY 
 

Not to be distributed outside of the Police network or other agencies without prior authorisaƟon from the CRU 
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Dear All,  
 
The below FOI request was logged in the CRU. Advice is at the end of this message.  
Our reference: 25/5194/M 
Referred by: NaƟonal 
 
Applicant’s request:  
 
I would like to request the following informaƟon relaƟng to Disaster VicƟm IdenƟficaƟon (DVI) provision within your 
force. 
• Where possible, please provide total counts disaggregated by gender where this informaƟon is recorded. I 
generally expect yes/no responses, but any addiƟonal context would be gratefully appreciated. 
• 1. Staffing and Deployment 
• * The number of officers/staff currently trained in DVI within your force (please indicate gender if recorded). 
• * The number of DVI-trained officers/staff deployed in the last five years, and the categories of incidents they were 
deployed to (please group as: terrorism, transport incidents, industrial accidents, and natural disasters) - total 
numbers only, to preserve anonymity. 
• * Which department or unit within the force is responsible for DVI planning and deployment. 
• * The typical length of service an officer/staff member remains acƟve on the DVI roster once trained (e.g., average 
number of years, or whether there is a set term). 
• * Whether your force applies any suitability checks or criteria prior to deployment of DVI-trained officers (e.g., 
health, psychological readiness, or operaƟonal availability). 
 
CRU Advice:  
 
Following consultaƟon with the policing lead, we have been advised that this request is likely to exceed the cost 
limits of the act. QuesƟon 2 specifically asks for informaƟon which the naƟonal leads feel will not be held in a readily 
retrievable format. To locate and retrieve all this informaƟon, a manual check of every incident will be required to 
establish if DVI trained officers have been deployed and further, how many. Given the scope of incidents to which a 
DVI trained officer may be deployed and the Ɵmeframe of the request, it is felt that this manual review will exceed 
18 hours of work and thus s12 will be applicable. As all quesƟons in the request are on materially similar subject 
maƩer, where s12 applies to one quesƟon it can be applied to the request as a whole.  
 
At this stage we therefore advise s12 is relevant. In providing this response, we recommend you offer advice and 
assistance where you see fit.  
 
If s12 is not relevant to your force, please provide us with the informaƟon you hold and any comments from your 
force teams on suitability for disclosure and we will then refer back to the policing lead for further views. In this 
instance, and given further consultaƟon will be required, we recommend you PIT extend the request where 
possible. A form of words is below if it assists.  
 
PIT wording: 
 
‘The FOI Act obliges a public authority to respond to requests promptly and in any case no later than 20 working days 
a er receiving your request. The first considera on is whether we can comply with s1(1)(a) of the Act, which is our 
duty to confirm whether or not the informa on requested is held, secondly we must comply with s1(1)(b), which is 
the provision of such informa on. However, when a qualified exemp on applies either to the confirma on, or denial 
or to the informa on itself, and the public interest test is engaged, sec on 17(2) of the Act allows the me for 
responding to be extended to longer than 20 working days, if the balance of such public interest is yet to be 
determined. 
 
In this case we have not yet reached a decision on where the balance of the public interest lies in respect of either of 
the above obliga ons. We es mate that it will take an addi onal [xx] days to take a decision on where this balance 
lies. Therefore, we plan to let you have a response by [date]. If it appears that it will take longer than this to reach a 
conclusion, you will be kept informed.  
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**Please note new time slot, which is now a 30 mins session, although we are happy to continue should the session require more time**

 

We’re excited to invite you to our drop-in session on FOI queries. This is a great opportunity to speak to one of the team directly about a query you have which may not warrant a full referral into the unit. 

Please drop in at any time between 11-12 and a member of the team will be available. If after an initial discussion the CRU feel it requires more time, they will advise accordingly. 

We hope these sessions will enable quicker access to us and provide additional support which we may be able to support after a brief chat. 

Date: Every Tuesday and Thursday from 7th January 
Time: Drop in anytime between 11.00am and 11.30pm
Location: MS Teams link 

Feel free to come by at your convenience. We look forward to seeing you and having a productive session together!

Best regards,

Central Referral Unit 

NPFDU

   

________________________________________________________________________________

Microsoft Teams Need help? <https://eur03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url https%3A%2F%2Faka.ms%2FJoinTeamsMeeting%3Fomkt%3Den-
US&data 05%7C02%7CFreedomofInformationTeam%40northwales.police.uk%7C84ca43dc9bbd4d0939a508ddf02fbbce%7C4e86b176a10e43bd8d27927f44d0e665%7C0%7C0%7C638930810075364690%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata 3kg%2BAoYlQ7LnWUrraRWpiVVAjYDPOtqcrUtbYEiYqOw%3D&reserved 0>  

Join the meeting now <https://eur03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/ap/t-59584e83/?url https%3A%2F%2Fteams.microsoft.com%2Fl%2Fmeetup-join%2F19%253ameeting_ZDc4NGRiZDMtZGE1NS00YWQxLWI5MzYtZGJmYjRlMDExNDg0%2540thread.v2%2F0%3Fcontext%3D%257b%2522Tid%2522%253a%252223de4379-957a-41a6-9587-165d6c6b4dbd%2522%252c%2522Oid%2522%253a%25227bc029da-bd1d-4d2a-9acb-
3f481a75e03a%2522%257d&data 05%7C02%7CFreedomofInformationTeam%40northwales.police.uk%7C84ca43dc9bbd4d0939a508ddf02fbbce%7C4e86b176a10e43bd8d27927f44d0e665%7C0%7C0%7C638930810075390924%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata qRLeM0%2Bg%2FANdnNr0KoSCo80ZcE4QlshCAfARm2OcP5U%3D&reserved 0> 

Meeting ID  

Passcode  

________________________________

For organizers: Meeting options <https://eur03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url https%3A%2F%2Fteams.microsoft.com%2FmeetingOptions%2F%3ForganizerId%3D7bc029da-bd1d-4d2a-9acb-3f481a75e03a%26tenantId%3D23de4379-957a-41a6-9587-165d6c6b4dbd%26threadId%3D19_meeting_ZDc4NGRiZDMtZGE1NS00YWQxLWI5MzYtZGJmYjRlMDExNDg0%40thread.v2%26messageId%3D0%26language%3Den-
US&data 05%7C02%7CFreedomofInformationTeam%40northwales.police.uk%7C84ca43dc9bbd4d0939a508ddf02fbbce%7C4e86b176a10e43bd8d27927f44d0e665%7C0%7C0%7C638930810075406317%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata uPv%2BJptaS9HWKke51vCSGZQ%2BO2AoUeFTgmoiinU0wKk%3D&reserved 0>  

________________________________________________________________________________

 

********************************************************************************* 
This email contains information which is confidential and may also be privileged. It is for the exclusive use of the addressee(s) and any views or opinions expressed within are those of the originator and not necessarily those of the Force. If you are not the intended recipient(s) please note that any form of distribution, copying or use of this email or the information contained is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this communication in error please forward a copy to
informationsecurity@thamesvalley.police.uk and to the sender. Please then delete the email and destroy any copies of it. DO NOT use this email address for other enquiries as it will not be responded to, nor any action taken upon it. If you have a non-urgent enquiry, please call the Police non-emergency number 101. If it is an emergency, please call 999. Thank you. 
*********************************************************************************







 
 
 
 
 

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION REQUEST 

 
FREEDOM OF INFORMATION REQUEST 2025/28810 
 
 
Dear requester, 
 
Thank you for your recent request under the Freedom of Information Act 2000. 
 
Section 1 of the Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA) places two duties on 
public authorities.  Unless exemptions apply, the first duty at, Section 1(1) (a), is to 
confirm or deny whether the information specified in a request is held. The second 
duty at, Section1 (1) (b), is to disclose information that has been confirmed as being 
held.  
 
The information that you are seeking is in relation to the following: 
 
REQUEST 
 
Dear Freedom of Information Officer, 
 
I am writing to you under the Freedom of Information Act 2000 to request the 
following information for the most recent financial year for which data is available: 
 
Please provide the total amount in £ (excluding VAT) that your force has spent on 
external physical (traditional) forensic science services. Do not include any 
spend on digital forensics.  I request that this is broken down into categories 
based on the Lot Code and description specified in the contract(s) awarded to your 
private forensic science provider suppliers. 
 
For each category, please include: 
1. The Lot Code (as per the contract) 
2. The Lot description (e.g., DNA Crime Stains) 
3. The total spend (£, ex VAT) 
4. The supplier name 
 
For example: 
Lot X | DNA Crime Stains | £1,000,000 | Eurofins Forensic Services 
Lot Y | Toxicology | £500,000 | Cellmark Forensic Services 
 
RESPONSE 
 
Please see the chart immediately below with the overall total being £885,201  





Uned Rhyddid Gwybodaeth / Freedom of Information Unit   
 

 

Pencadlys yr Heddlu,  
Glan-y-Don, Bae Colwyn LL29 8AW  
www.heddlugogleddcymru.police.uk 
 

  

Police Headquarters,  
Glan-y-Don, Colwyn Bay LL29 8AW 

www.northwales.police.uk 

 
  Response Date:04/09/2025 
 
2025/874 - Spend on external (physical) forensic services 
 
In response to your recent request for information regarding;  
 
for the most recent financial year for which data is available: 
 
Please provide the total amount in £ (excluding VAT) that your force has spent on 
external physical (traditional) forensic science services. Do not include any spend 
on digital forensics.  I request that this is broken down into categories based on the 
Lot Code and description specified in the contract(s) awarded to your private 
forensic science provider suppliers. 
 
For each category, please include: 
1. The Lot Code (as per the contract) 
2. The Lot description (e.g., DNA Crime Stains) 
3. The total spend (£, ex VAT) 
4. The supplier name 
 
For example: 
Lot X | DNA Crime Stains | £1,000,000 | Eurofins Forensic Services 
Lot Y | Toxicology | £500,000 | Cellmark Forensic Services 
 

 FY 24/25 Total 
*  

Lot 303 - Other DNA £114,870.13 
Lot 302 - Other Crime Stains £77,462.12 

Lot 305 - Footwear Comparison £1,501.56 
Lot 311a - Simple Toxicology/RTA £8,114.91 

Lot 312 - Casework £34,070.05 
Firearms & Ammunition £6,751.63 

Lot 313 - Marks & Traces £3,668.50 
  

*  
PACE DNA £63,945.41 

Tox and RTA £15,580.84 
General Case Work £10,090.92 

Question Documents £2,293.07 
  

*  
Lot 302 - Other Crime Stains £7,597.22 

Lot 303 - Other DNA £165,030.55 
Lot 304 - Fire Investigation £5,448.10 



 

 

Lot 312 - Casework £34,008.77 
PACE £87.91 

Lot 311a - Simple Toxicology/RTA £46,847.33 
Environmental Testing £7,706.80 

Anthropology/Arechology £761.25 
Sepcialist Support £574.58 
Scene Attendance £500.00 

  
*  

Toxicology  £390,938.00 
Courier £215.60 

  
  

Total £998,065.25 
 

* Concerns have been raised in relation to providing the names of digital forensic 
laboratories and/or outside forensic science services used. Therefore, a public Interest Test 
has been carried out to weigh up the reasons for and against disclosure; to ensure the 
release is in the interest of the public as a whole and not just the applicant. 

  Section s31(1)(a)(b) Law Enforcement 

Section 31 (1)(a)(b) is a prejudice based qualified exemption, therefore there is a requirement 
to articulate the harm that would be caused in confirming or not that the information is held as 
well as carrying out a public interest test. 

The Harm Test process requires North Wales Police to consider any possible harm that might 
arise as a result of placing the requested information into the public domain.  This process 
considers the potential harm to: 

  
• Individuals 
• The community as a whole 
• North Wales Policeand the wider policing service 
• Other bodies 

 
Policing is an information-led activity, and information assurance (which includes information 
security) is fundamental to how the Police Service manages the challenges faced.  In order to 
comply with statutory requirements, the College of Policing Authorised Professional Practice for 
Information Assurance has been put in place to ensure the delivery of core operational policing 
by providing appropriate and consistent protection for the information assets of member 
organisations, see below link:  

 
https://www.app.college.police.uk/app-content/information-management/ 

 
Commercial Forensic Service Providers are vitally important in the Criminal Justice system - not 
only do they play a crucial role by supporting UK Policing with backlogs in the Digital Forensics 
arena, but they provide Defence teams with access to independent forensic experts to support 
their clients.  

 
Whilst not in any way questioning the motives of the applicant, it must be taken into account 
when considering potential harm that a disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act 2000 is 
made to the world at large, rather than a private correspondence. Specific details of any 
forensic service providers used by North Wales Police would be extremely useful to those 
involved in criminality as it would enable them to create a map of those most used by police 
Forces. Forensic Service Providers can be targeted by malicious actors, for example in 2019 
Eurofins (one of the UKs largest FSPs) suffered a highly sophisticated ransomware attack which 
severely disrupted UK Policing and the Criminal Justice system.   

 



 

 

https://www.helpnetsecurity.com/2019/06/24/eurofins-ransomware-attack/ 
https://www.theguardian.com/science/2019/jul/05/eurofins-ransomware-attack-hacked-
forensic-provider-pays-ransom 

 
By providing a list of forensic service providers, Force by Force, a malign individual could 
identify those most critical to the Law-and-Order sector and specifically target those proving the 
most assistance. This would have a huge impact on the effective delivery of operational law 
enforcement as it would leave companies open to further cyberattacks which could have 
devastating consequences for law enforcement.   

 
Factors favouring Disclosure 
Confirming the names of Forensic Service Providers would be of interest to the public, namely 
give insight into the forensic processes used to solve crimes.  

 
Factors favouring Non-Disclosure 
Measures are put in place to protect the community we serve and as evidenced within the 
harm, to provide a detailed list of Forensic Service Providers would allow individuals intent on 
disrupting law enforcement to target specific companies using the information obtained to 
maximise the impact. 
 
Taking into account the current security climate within the United Kingdom, and the Eurofins 
cyber-attack, no information which may aid criminality should be disclosed. It is clear that it 
would have an impact on a Force’s ability to carry out the core duty of enforcing the law and 
serving the community.  
 
The public entrust the Police Service to make appropriate decisions with regard to their safety 
and protection and the only way of reducing risk is to be cautious with what is placed into the 
public domain.  
 
Balance Test  
The Police Service is charged with enforcing the law, preventing and detecting crime and 
protecting the communities we serve.  In order to effectively and robustly carry out those 
duties, external services are utilised which are vital to investigating criminal activity. Weakening 
the mechanisms used to investigate any type of criminal activity would have a detrimental 
impact on law enforcement as a whole. To provide the names of the FSPs despite the known 
risks of cyber-attacks would undermine any trust or confidence the public have in the Police 
Service.  Therefore, at this moment in time, it is our opinion that the balance test favours 
against the disclosure of the FSP used for digital forensics. 
 
In accordance with the Freedom of Information Act 2000, this letter acts as a Refusal Notice 
under section 17 (1) of the legislation. 

 
THIS INFORMATION HAS BEEN PROVIDED IN RESPONSE TO A REQUEST 

UNDER THE FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT 2000, AND IS CORRECT AS AT  
 
03/09/2025 
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    OFFICIAL 

 
 
FOI Reference: 828/2025 
 
Request 
 
I am writing to you under the Freedom of Information Act 2000 to request the following information for the most recent financial year for which 
data is available: 
 
Please provide the total amount in £ (excluding VAT) that your force has spent on external physical (traditional) forensic science services. Do 
not include any spend on digital forensics.  I request that this is broken down into categories based on the Lot Code and description specified in 
the contract(s) awarded to your private forensic science provider suppliers. 
 
For each category, please include: 
1. The Lot Code (as per the contract) 
2. The Lot description (e.g., DNA Crime Stains) 
3. The total spend (£, ex VAT) 
4. The supplier name 
 
For example: 
Lot X | DNA Crime Stains | £1,000,000 | Eurofins Forensic Services 
Lot Y | Toxicology | £500,000 | Cellmark Forensic Services 
 
                                  -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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Response  
 
I can confirm that Dyfed-Powys Police does hold the information requested, as outlined below:- 
 
1 April 2024 - 31 March 2025 
 

DPP L301 
PACE 
DNA 

L302 Crime 
Scene DNA 

L303 
Casework 
DNA 

L304 Fire 
Investigation 

L307 
Drugs 

L311a 
Toxicology 
(RTA) 

L311b 
Toxicology 
(Casework) 

L312 
Casework 

L313 
M&T 

TOTAL 

CELLMARK £53,788 £0 £124,729 £27,681 £0 £90,200 £30,373 £88,140 £4,196 £419,107 
EUROFINS £0 £0 £0 £15,277 £0 £0 £10,363 £0 £0 £25,640 
KEY £0 £70,695 £111,039 £0 £29,426 £38,441 £0 £23,647 £3,774 £277,022 
SOCOTEC £0 £0 £0 £0 £14,940 £0 £0 £0 £0 £14,940 
TOTAL £53,788 £70,695 £235,768 £42,958 £44,366 £128,641 £40,736 £111,787 £7,970 £736,709 

 
 
 
 

 
It should be noted that as a result of the systems adopted by Dyfed-Powys Police in relation to the recording of such information that 

the information released may or may not be accurate 
 
 
 

(This is a response under the Freedom of Information Act 2000 and disclosed on 02/09/2025) 
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From: NPCC CRU Mailbox 
Sent: 18 July 2023 13:01
Subject: Log No.000824/23 CRU Circulation (18/07/2023) - Including Advice
Attachments: Log No.987/21 CRU Circulation (19/07/2021) -  - OS

OFFICIAL - SENSITIVE 

POLICE EYES ONLY 

Not to be distributed outside of the Police network or other agencies without prior authorisation from the 
CRU 

Dear All,  

Please see below advice in relation to the following: 

Log Number:824/23  
Case worker:   
Logged with:National 
Sent from:   
 
Applicants Request 

1. The number of digital forensic examinations carried out by in-house, police forensic services in the past 
12 months or similar reporting period 

2. The number of digital forensic examinations carried by outside laboratories and/or outside forensic 
science services in the same period 

3. The names of any digital forensic laboratories and/or outside forensic science services used  

4. The current backlog of digital forensic examinations  

5. The number of Forensic Science Activities, in accordance with the Forensic Science Regulator Act 2021, 
that you are / are not currently accredited to deliver 

6. The number of Forensic Science Activities completed in laboratories which are not accredited to ISO 
17025.  

CRU Advice  

Our apologies for the current delays.  

Thank you to the those forces who have provided information relevant to this request. Overall, there is no 
reason not to comply with the request and confirm or deny information is held. But where information is 
held for Q3, our advice is not to disclose the names of any outsourced digital forensic laboratories. 

To explain that further, at Q3 the applicant asks about both digital forensics labs, and other outside forensic 
science services. We have no overriding concerns in confirming if your force has used forensic science 
services for trace/wet forensics, and naming the provider. However, when it comes to digital forensics 
practitioners will recall the national stance is not to name the provider, and exempt the information 









 
                                                                                                        

Version and Date – V10.4     19 August 2025 
 

Request concerning local decision making can remain with forces unless 
specific advice is required or s23 and s24 are considered redactions. 
Any requests in relation to crimes committed by asylum seekers that may 
have a national impact and are not purely statistical. 

19/08/25 

Casey Report into Group based CSE and abuse – requests relating the Casey 
report, Operation Beaconport, and grooming gangs. No requirement to refer 
if similar request has already been submitted. 

06/08/25 

Trump Visit – Requests concerning forces mutual aid for President Trumps 
visit to Scotland and following State visit in September 

23/07/25 

Mutual Aid request with regards protest activity across the country 23/07/25 
Supreme court ruling on biological sex. This refers to requests which relate 
specifically to the supreme court ruling on biological sex and information 
linked to protected characteristics data recording (both workforce and those 
who come into contact with the police), and single sex spaces i.e. toilets 

15/05/25 

 
  

 
 
 
There is no requirement to refer if the information requested is already officially published 
’Officially published’ includes, MAPPA reports and websites such as OSC, The College of 
Policing, NPCC, Government, IOPC, PCC, Police.UK or Force websites, or documents 
already marked as suitable for publication under FOIA 2000. 
  



 
                                                                                                        

Version and Date – V10.4     19 August 2025 
 

 
 
 
 
PLEASE COMPLETE ALL THE BELOW FIELDS TO ENSURE ACCURATE & TIMELY ADVICE, IT IS 
GREATLY APPRECIATED. THANK YOU 
 

Force reference number: 2025/874 
Date request received: 12/09/2025 
Type of request: Initial ☐ Internal ☒ Review Appeal ☐ Tribunal ☐ 

(delete as appropriate) 
 
If at IR or appeal stage please provide sight of previous responses and 
requestors comments. 

Applicants Name for reference 
 

 
 

Actual wording of request 
 
 
 
 

I appreciate the concern regarding identifying providers however police 
forces neighbouring yours have had no such concerns, I'd like to ask you to 
reconsider considering that the identities of FSPs are in the public domain 
therefore disclosing the identity in answering this FOI can not place them at 
risk.   
 
Attached are FOI responses from Gwent and Dyfed Powys by means of 
example. 
 
 
 
Original request: 
 
 
I am writing to you under the Freedom of Information Act 2000 to request 
the following information for the most recent financial year for which data is 
available: 
 
Please provide the total amount in £ (excluding VAT) that your force has 
spent on external physical (traditional) forensic science services. Do not 
include any spend on digital forensics.  I request that this is broken down 
into categories based on the Lot Code and description specified in the 
contract(s) awarded to your private forensic science provider suppliers. 
 
For each category, please include: 
1. The Lot Code (as per the contract) 
2. The Lot description (e.g., DNA Crime Stains) 
3. The total spend (£, ex VAT) 
4. The supplier name 
 
For example: 
Lot X | DNA Crime Stains | £1,000,000 | Eurofins Forensic Services 
Lot Y | Toxicology | £500,000 | Cellmark Forensic Services 
 
If possible, please provide the information in an electronic spreadsheet 

NPFDU CRU Referral Form  
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format (e.g., CSV or XLSX). 
 

Reason for referral 
 
 
 

Non mandatory advice – please state why advice needed 

Specific advice required For info delete when completing 
For non-mandatory referrals please specify why it has been referred and 
what advice is needed.  
 

Is it a valid request (S8) For info delete when completing 
Please seek clarification before sending to the CRU.  

Do you know what information you 
hold? 
Please provide as much detail as 
possible. 
 
Is the information retrievable within 
18 hours, is s12 a consideration? 

 
YES:☒ 
NO:☐ 

What views and opinions are held by 
the FOI team and Business leads? 

 
North Wales Police hold all the data requested however, we followed 
previous advice and exempted the information under Section 31.  
 
Is this still the stance we should be taking? 
 
Or can we no release the names of the supplied as the other Welsh forces 
have done?   

Person dealing with request and     
contact number: 
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From: Freedom of Information Team
Sent: 25 September 2025 07:22
To:
Subject: North wales : OS - CRU 25/5320 CSE data

 
 

From: NPCC CRU Mailbox < >  
Sent: 25 September 2025 07:01 
Subject: OS - CRU 25/5320 CSE data 
 

OFFICIAL – SENSITIVE 
 

POLICE EYES ONLY 
 

Not to be distributed outside of the Police network or other agencies without prior authorisation from the CRU 
 

The Applicant name is included in the acknowledgement email as a reference for forces only, any future 
correspondence will only quote the CRU reference number. Please do not duplicate the applicant name in any 

future correspondence and use only the CRU reference number 
 

Dear All,  

The below FOI request was logged in the CRU on 24/9/25. Please let us know if you have received it. 

Initial advice is below.   

Our reference:       01/CRF/25/005320/A 
Referred by:        Gwent 
Applicant:   
  
Applicant’s request:  

Primary request: record-level dataset 
 
Please provide record-level (row-by-row) data for all CSE-related crimes in your force area for each calendar year 
2010–2024 inclusive (and 2025 year-to-date if available). 
 
A) Scope / definition 
• Confirm the operational definition of “Child Sexual Exploitation (CSE)” and whether you use a CSE flag/marker. 
• If no CSE flag exists, please state which Home Office offence codes or crime classifications you use to identify CSE 
offences (e.g., grooming, arranging/facilitating child sexual offences, sexual communication with a child, controlling 
child prostitution/indecency, etc.). 
 
B) Requested dataset fields (record-level, anonymised) 
For each relevant record, please include: 
• Year of offence/record 
• Crime classification/offence code 
• Outcome code (Home Office outcome type, with description if available) 
• Arrest made (Y/N) 
• Suspect sex (M/F/Other/Unknown) 
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• Suspect ethnicity (classification used by force) 
• Suspect nationality (if recorded; if not, state “not recorded”) 
• Suspect religion (if recorded; if not, state “not recorded”) 
• CPS referral (Y/N) 
• CPS charging decision (if recorded by police) 
 
C) Format 
• Please supply data in machine-readable CSV with a data dictionary (field definitions, code lists, outcome 
descriptions). 
• Remove any direct personal identifiers (names, DOB, addresses, case numbers). 
________________________________________ 
Fallback request: aggregated data 
If providing the above record-level dataset would: 
• exceed the s.12 cost limit, 
• or be refused under s.40 (personal information) or s.31 (law enforcement), 
then please instead provide annual aggregated totals for 2010–2024 (and 2025 YTD): 
 
1. Number of recorded crimes meeting your CSE definition. 
2. Outcomes for those crimes by Home Office outcome type. 
3. Number of arrests of suspects, broken down by: 
o Sex (M/F/Other/Unknown) 
o Ethnicity (force’s classification) 
o Nationality (if recorded) 
o Religion (if recorded) 
4. Number of CPS referrals for charging decisions. 
5. CPS charging decisions recorded by police (Charge/Alternative charge/No further action/Out of court/etc.). 
Assistance 
• If full coverage from 2010 is not available, please provide data from the earliest year held. 
• If any field is not held, please confirm explicitly (s.1(1)(a)). 
• If partial data is possible, please release what you hold and advise under s.16 how to refine further. 
 
I confirm I am requesting only non-identifiable information for research purposes 

CRU Advice:  

The start of the request is for a definition of CSE, and we suspect forces will be using the definition as can be found 
via the College of Policing at Responding to child sexual exploitation | College of Policing.  

Next, the applicant is asking for single record data across annual periods from 2010 onwards, which is likely to result 
in most forces establishing this to be excess Cost under s12. 

But further down the request the applicant addresses that s12 will be the likely outcome and provides a refined 
request, which is still likely to exceed Cost even though they require aggregated data as opposed to single record 
data.  

However, putting excess Cost to one side, practitioners would need to locally assess the data and determine 
whether it is capable to leading to the identification of any individual, or would otherwise compromise a live 
investigation if given out (sections 40 and 31 respectively).  

Overall, in the event s12 is not relevant, please let us know if we can assist you further. We welcome sight of any 
draft responses where disclosure is being considered so we can understand how the data might look. But at present 
we are not suggesting a partial NCND s23(3). However, this may well be taken into further consideration. 

Kind regards, 
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From: Freedom of Information Team
To:
Subject: RE: North wales : CRU reference: 01/CRF/25/005142/A - Request logged - DPIA's - Advice to 

Follow

 
 

From: Freedom of Information Team  
Sent: 13 August 2025 07:43 
To:  
Subject: North wales : CRU reference: 01/CRF/25/005142/A - Request logged - DPIA's - Advice to Follow 
 
 
 

From: NPCC CRU Mailbox < >  
Sent: 12 August 2025 11:07 
Subject: CRU reference: 01/CRF/25/005142/A - Request logged - DPIA's - Advice to Follow 
 

Dear All,  

The below FOI request has now been logged in the CRU and will be treated as a national request. Advice will be sent 
to all forces in due course.  

Please note we do not require confirmation that it has been received by your force. 

Our reference:      01/CRF/25/005142/A 
Referred by:       South Wales Police 
Sent from:              

The Applicant name is included in the acknowledgement email as a reference for forces only, any future 
correspondence will only quote the CRU reference number. Please do not duplicate the applicant name in any 
future correspondence and use only the CRU reference number 

Applicant’s request:  

•      A complete list of Data Protection Impact Assessments produced by your force in the past five years. 

Kind Regards 
 

 
 
Management Assistant 
National Police FOI & DP Unit (NPFDU) |  National Police Chiefs’ Council (NPCC) 

 
 

             

 

See the NPCC Data Sharing Hub for guidance, 
templates & a full list of national agreements  
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