

direct tel:  01642 342060

email:  m.holt@tees.ac.uk

our ref:  USEC/FOI/0752 
11th January 2008
Dear Professor Colquhoun

Freedom of Information Request
In response to your request received on 7th December please see the information enclosed.  The following pages itemise the relevant information held by the University, and the item numbers refer to the documents attached to the emails.  The Freedom of Information Act obliges the University to justify any redaction or withholding of information in terms of that Act; references to ‘see notes’ refer to the relevant details given on pages 4 and 5 of this document.  
If you have any queries about the information provided, please contact me as above.  As some specified information has been redacted or withheld, as explained in full on the following pages, a copy of the Complaints and Appeals process is also provided for your reference.

Yours sincerely

Mark Holt

Senior Administrator (Records Management)
University Secretary’s Department

University of Teesside

Information held/provided in response to Freedom of Information request
Q1
“All documents relating to the establishment of a Northern Brain Bio Centre”  
Please note that discussions and considerations relating to this proposal are still ongoing.
1.
Draft proposal for the merging of the Brain Bio Centre with the Cactus Clinic.  Some data (page 2 of this document) has been redacted to protect confidential information about the Brain Bio Centre, see note 1.
2. – 4.
Internal notes on meetings relating to the proposed establishment, dated 03/08/06, 02/03/07 and 10/07/07.  From the notes dated 02/03/07, one section has been redacted under ‘Prejudice to the Effective Conduct of Public Affairs’, see note 2, and one section has been redacted to protect personal information, see note 3. 
5.
Confidentiality agreement between Brain Bio Centre and Cactus Clinic.  Signatures have been redacted to protect personal data, see note 3.
6.
Email from Patrick Holford to Dave Woodhouse (Principal Lecturer, School of Social Sciences and Law), dated 21/04/07.  The sender’s email address and the identity of a suggested researcher/student have been redacted to protect personal data, see note 3. 
7.
Email from Patrick Holford to Dave Woodhouse, dated 22/10/07.  The sender’s email address, external telephone numbers and the identity of a suggested researcher/student have been redacted to protect personal data, see note 3.
8.
Email correspondence between Patrick Holford and Tony Chapman (Assistant Dean, School of Social Sciences and Law), dated 22/11/07.  The sender’s email address, external telephone numbers and the identity of a suggested researcher/student have been redacted to protect personal data, see note 3.
Q2
“All documents relating to Food For The Brain”  

All documents that the University holds relating to this organisation are readily available from other sources, even if a fee may be payable, so have not been provided with this response.  Note 4 explains this exemption further.
· Annual Report for the year ending 30 June 2007 is available from the Charity Commission’s website.  (see www.charity-commission.gov.uk)

· Publications by Food For The Brain, including Child Survey Report, and E-Newsletters.  (see www.foodforthebrain.org)

Q3
“All documents relating to the planned FFTB studentship at Teesside”  

Please note that details relating to this studentship/research post are still under consideration.
· References to this studentship/research post are included in the emails from Patrick Holford dated 21/04/07 (document 6) and 22/10/07 (document 7) as provided in the response to question 1.

9.
A draft contract from the Brain Bio Centre for a Postgraduate Research Assistant is enclosed.
Q4
“All documents relating to discussion of Prof Patrick Holford’s Chair (including the title of his current post) and to discussion of the inaccuracies on his CV”  

10.
Email from Paul Keane (Dean of School of Health & Social Care) to various external recipients, dated 24/08/07.  The identities of the recipients are redacted to protect personal data, see note 3.

11.
Email from Cliff Hardcastle (Deputy Vice-Chancellor) to Tony Chapman, dated 24/08/07.
12.
Letter to Patrick Holford from Tony Chapman, dated 24/08/07.  The recipient’s address has been redacted to protect personal data, see note 3.
· Letter from Patrick Holford to Tony Chapman, dated 06/09/07.  This document is being withheld to protect confidential information, see note 1.
13.
Email from Tony Chapman to Elizabeth Robertson (Dean of the University’s Graduate Research School), dated 06/09/07.  
14.
One copy of an email sent by the Vice-Chancellor on 06/09/07.  This was sent to four external recipients as four separate emails, although the text is identical.  The identities of the recipients are withheld other than the one on the copy provided, see note 3.

15.
Email sent from the Vice-Chancellor to members of the Professorial Conferment Committee, dated 07/09/07.  The email address of the external individual has been redacted, see note 3.  

16.
Memo from Tony Chapman to Cliff Hardcastle, dated 24/10/07.  The documents to which this memo refers are provided in relation to question 1.  
· Email correspondence between Cliff Hardcastle, Nic Mitchell (Press Manager) and Mark White (Head of Vice-Chancellor’s Office) discussing possible information to provide to the media.  This information is withheld under ‘Prejudice to the Effective Conduct of Public Affairs’, see note 2.

17.
Email from the Vice-Chancellor to Patrick Holford, dated 07/09/07.  The recipient’s email address has been redacted to protect personal data, see note 3.
· Emailed response from Patrick Holford to the Vice-Chancellor, dated 08/09/07.  This information is withheld by virtue of it being provided in confidence, see note 1.

Q5
“All documents relating to Prof Holford’s academic and administrative duties and work at Teesside”  

The University holds no information relevant to this request.  Reference is made in the email from Patrick Holford to Dave Woodhouse dated 22/10/07, which mentions that “Liz and Tony [are] to write a brief statement defining the role”.  I can confirm that the statement referred to has not been drafted, although Professor Holford’s role has been discussed verbally with him.
Information redacted or withheld
This section provides further detail about any information which has been redacted or withheld in response to your request, pursuant to the requirements of the Freedom of Information Act (FoIA).  There are four different exemptions being applied to protect against the disclosure of certain specified information.  If you have any queries or concerns about the application of these exemptions, you may wish either to contact me informally or to follow the appeals procedure on the enclosed sheet.
Note 1
Data relating to the operation of the Brain Bio Centre has been redacted from the enclosed draft proposal as it was provided to the University by that organisation in confidence.  Section 41 of the FoIA protects against the disclosure of information which has been provided to the University in confidence, and where disclosure of such information would constitute an actionable breach of that confidence.  This exemption is also applied to one letter and one email from Patrick Holford to the Vice-Chancellor, both relevant to your question 4.



Note 2
Section 36(2) of the FoIA provides an exemption against the disclosure of information which would otherwise prejudice ‘the free and frank exchange of views for the purposes of deliberation’.  This exemption protects against the likelihood of deliberations being impeded by the possibility of candid opinions and views being exposed to public scrutiny.  This exemption can only be applied if, in a University context, it is the Vice-Chancellor’s opinion that the application of this exemption is reasonable and appropriate to the circumstances.  The Vice-Chancellor has authorised the use of this exemption to the following three separate instances:-

i. to withhold the redacted section of notes from the meeting of 02/03/07, provided in response to your question 1;

ii. to withhold deliberations over the acceptance of a PhD application relevant to your question 3;

iii. internal correspondence between members of the Vice-Chancellor’s Office and the Press Office about possible information to provide to the media, relevant to your question 4.


The application of this exemption is subject to public interest considerations in each of the three instances where it is applied.  It has been considered that the public interest in disclosing the specific information in question does not outweigh the likely detriment to the conduct of University affairs if deliberations cannot be conducted in an open and candid manner.  
Note 3
Occasional details have been redacted from various documents in order to protect personal information about individuals.  Such data includes email addresses, postal addresses and telephone numbers of individuals external to the University, the signatures from the Confidentiality Agreement, and the identity of one external individual associated with the proposed PhD studentship/research position.  In response to your question 3, an application form for PhD study has also been withheld under this exemption.  Section 40(2) of the FoIA exempts information from the right of access where disclosure would breach the Principles of the Data Protection Act.  In each case where this exemption is applied, putting such information into the public domain is not considered as constituting ‘fair processing’ to the individuals concerned, therefore disclosure of such information would breach Principle 1 of the Data Protection Act and is accordingly withheld. 

Note 4
Section 21 of the FoIA provides an exemption to the requirement to disclose information where that information is accessible to the requestor by other means.  This exemption applies even if a fee may be payable to obtain the information, as is understood to be the case with the Child Survey Report.  
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