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Reference: FOI 213


Murray Jones							12 November 2020
By e mail						                
ltheanine29@protonmail.com


[bookmark: _GoBack]Dear Murray


Freedom of Information Act 2000 - Request 213

I refer to your request for information received on 16 October 2020

[bookmark: _Hlk26533823]
[bookmark: _Hlk26535606]Section 1 of the Freedom of information Act 2000 (FOIA) places two duties on public authorities. Unless exemptions apply, the first duty at s1(1)a is to confirm or deny whether the information specified within a request is held. The second duty at s1(1)b is to disclose information that has been confirmed as being held. Where exemptions are relied upon section 17 of the FOIA requires that we provide the applicant with a notice which: a) states that fact, b) specifies the exemption (s) in question and c) state (if that would not otherwise be apparent) why the exemption applies. 

You had asked: 

I am writing to request information regarding your university's funding from certain manufacturing companies, under the Freedom of Information Act 2000.  
Q1. Has the university received funding from any of the following companies since 2013: BAE Systems, Babcock International, Qinetiq, Rolls-Royce; Serco; Cobham and Raytheon UK, Airbus, DXC Technology, General Dynamics UK, Leonardo MW UK, Lockheed Martin UK? 
Q2. If so, please include the following details:
a.      Total funding supplied by the company
b.      The titles of the projects it is associated with
c.      Descriptions of the projects it is associated with

A1&2. After making enquiries I can confirm that the information you have requested is not held in an easily retrievable format and would require a manual search of each transaction recorded on the Finance system which showed up against any of the names you have listed. As the university has concerns about releasing information which may affect its commercial interests, an investigation would also be required for each record to check for confidentiality obligations and assessing the commercial confidentiality.  

After considering your request at some length, we have estimated that the cost of complying with your request would exceed the appropriate limit of £450 (prescribed by regulation 3(3) of the Freedom of Information and Data Protection (Appropriate Limit and Fees) Regulations 2004 (the "Fees Regulations"), or 18 hours at £25 per hour, in accordance with regulation 4(4) of the Fees Regulations). 

We are therefore unable to supply you with the information you have requested funder section 12(1) of the Freedom of Information Act 2000 (the "Act") which states that a public authority is not obliged to comply with a request for information if the authority estimates that the cost of complying with the request would exceed the appropriate limit (referred to above).

If you are dissatisfied with the response you have received, you may appeal in writing or by e-mail to the University requesting a review. Correspondence should be sent to: Information Compliance Unit, 01 SE 08 Senate House, University of Surrey, Guildford, Surrey, GU2 7XH. e-mail: freedomofinformation@surrey.ac.uk 

On receipt of your appeal, arrangements will be made for a review of the original decision. You will be notified of the review decision in writing. 

If, following the internal review process, you are still not content with the outcome, you may appeal further in writing to: First Contact Team, Information Commissioner's Office, Wycliffe House, Water Lane, Wilmslow, Cheshire, SK9 5AF.



Yours sincerely


Carolyn Mullen
Information Compliance Officer
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