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5th August 2020 

 

Internal Review in respect of ATISN 13867 Request for an Internal Review of 

WG's handling of a FOI Request dated 12.03.2020  

 

Received 17th July 2020, and acknowledged by Rose Jones on 20th July 2020.   

 

I was asked to carry out an internal review of the above handling of a FOI.  The 

original response to the FOI request was handled by Fiona Whyte, an official within 

OCVO. 

In accordance with Welsh Government policy I can confirm that I am an appropriate 

person to carry out an internal review being of an appropriate grade and having had 

no previous involvement with the issues raised by this complaint.   

I am the Senior HRBP for ESNR and can confirm that I am trained to carry out 

investigations and reviews.   

I reviewed the original complaint raised by Mr John Wyn Jones.  I also reviewed the 

response provided to Mr Jones by Fiona Whyte on behalf of OCVO and the 

subsequent request for an internal review submitted to the Welsh Government’s 

Complaint Team on the 17th July 2020.   

Having reviewed all the available documents I set out my questions to OCVO and 

based on all the information available to me I have reached the following 

conclusions.   

 

Specific Complaints (SC) raised by Mr John Wyn Jones: 

 

SC 1. The Initial FOI request (see question 1(a)) asked for the evidence 'specifically 

sought' from Local Authorities and copies of that evidence. The Data Protection 

Officer stated in a letter dated 01.04.20 that the requests were invalid. The response 

to the request (Fiona Whyte's letter dated 29.04.20) does not detail the specific 

information sought from the Local Authority representatives. The collection of 

evidence on which Government policy and decisions may be based (whether 

qualitative or quantative) should be in response to standardised questions, and clear 

notes, by way of a record of the evidence, should be taken. Evidence thus obtained 

can then be analysed and feed into any subsequent review, report, decision or policy 

etc. In the absent of a transparent methodical approach to obtaining and recording 

evidence, any subsequent recommendations are open to be being based on 

inaccuracies resulting poor recollection and open to bias. That is why the information 

was sought initially, i.e. to look at the process of collecting evidence, the evidence 

itself and its subsequent interpretation in feeding into the review. This should not be 
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controversial in any Government that believes it should be held accountable for its 

decisions and policy. It was therefore unacceptable for the Animal Welfare and 

Framework branch of the WAG to refuse to provide copies of the notes of evidence 

that were obtained during the face to face interviews and discussion. It is also 

unacceptable of them to fail to provide copies of the questions used in the face to 

face interviews to demonstrate that the evidence was obtained by a standard 

focused unbiased approach in line with generally accepted methods when obtaining 

qualitative evidence. Members of the public are entitled to see the evidence to fully 

understand the recommendations put forward in the review. 

 

Finding of internal reviewer: 

1. In the original response to the complainant, OCVO responded that they provided 

copies of the questionnaires completed by LA’s.  They also provided all the notes 

that they had access to/ were aware of from meetings related to the review.   

2. OCVO stated that all the information provided by review participants was held by 

the Task and Finish Group. All the information provided to OCVO in respect to this 

request were then provided to the complainant.   

3. OCVO/ Welsh Government do not have access to the list of questions asked, 

therefore we cannot provide it.   

 

SC 2. No copies of completed questionnaires have been provided of the returned 

questionnaires from puppy purchasers, despite the Data Protection Officer deeming 

them disclosable. Such evidence can be anonymised. The review does not state 

how many questionnaires were sent out, and what the response rate was, and what 

the answers indicate. 

 

Finding of internal reviewer: 

1. OCVO/ Welsh Government do not hold this information.  The questionnaires were 

returned to the Task and Finish group by participants; they are held by the Task and 

Finish Group.   

 

SC 3. The response does not state how many vets provided evidence; does not 

identify the vets who contributed; no evidence by any contributing vet was provided.   

Finding of internal reviewer: 

1. OCVO/ Welsh Government do not hold this information therefore we cannot 

provide it.  

2. OCVO believe that approximately 100 questionnaires were returned to the 

Task and Finish Group; they are not aware how many were sent out.  These 
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are held by the chair of the Task and Finish Group.   OCVO/ Welsh 

Government do not have access to these.  

 

SC 4. The notes 'Animal Welfare (Dog Breeding)(Wales) Regulations 2014 

stakeholder engagement meetings 19 November Cathays Park Cardiff' provided by 

Mark English of the Animal Welfare and Framework Branch (received by us only 

today) are inadequate as formal evidence on which to base a report that feeds into a 

formal review of Government Policy. They are also open to scrutiny as their exact 

status is unclear. Are these to be taken as formal minutes? How many individuals 

were at the meeting? How did the invitation of the meeting describe the purpose of 

the meeting? What specific groups of stakeholders were represented? When were 

the notes drafted i.e. contemporaneously or after the meeting? Have they been sent 

to all attendees to enable them to comment and state whether they agree they are 

an accurate representation of the issues discussed and the comments made? if not, 

why not? If the disclosed notes are meant to capture comments and opinions, are 

there other notes that haven’t been disclosed? 

  

Finding of internal reviewer: 

1. The meeting notes 'Animal Welfare (Dog Breeding)(Wales) Regulations 2014 

stakeholder engagement meetings 19 November Cathays Park Cardiff' provided by 

Mark English of the Animal Welfare Team within OCVO were provided to the 

complainant as part of the original complaint he made asking for evidence.  These 

meeting notes appear to be informal notes rather than agreed minutes.  It appears 

that not all of the meetings were minuted.  OCVO/ WG do not hold any other notes of 

minutes in relation to the meetings.   

2. The names of those who attended have been redacted in line with FOI guidelines.   

 

SC 4. The information sought in the initial request and above is clearly disclosable 

and indeed that is a view held by the Data Protection Officer. One can only speculate 

as to the reasons for the continued refusals to disclose evidence by the Animal 

Welfare and Framework Branch. What can be the difficulty in outlining the approach 

taken to obtaining evidence? There can be nothing controversial in such a question, 

unless of course there was no clear methodology and no steps were taken to ensure 

the evidence collected was reliable and unbiased. Were standard questions used by 

all those posing questions? What was the methodology adopted and why? Why 

haven’t the specific questions used when seeking evidence been disclosed? Why 

can’t notes of evidence taken during individual meetings be disclosed? One is left 

wondering whether they even exist! How can such an involved and lengthy report 

with far reaching recommendations be based on such paltry evidence as has been 

provided? Evidence should be recorded in a clear and consistent manner, so it can 

be analysed and hopefully referred to by the authors in their writing of the report. It 
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should be appended to the report/review and be open for scrutiny. Where is the 

evidence? It should be a simply enough request to fulfil. 

 

Finding of internal reviewer: 

1. It appears that OCVO/ Welsh Government have responded to the complainant 

providing him with all the information that is held by OCVO/ WG. 

2. The review was independently undertaken by members of the Wales /Animal 

Health and Framework Group (not by Welsh Government officials), all of whom were 

publically appointed.   

3. OCVO/ Welsh Government do not hold the information requested by the 

complainant in terms of the methodology or questions used by the Task and Finish 

Group when conducting their review.   

4. OCVO officials asked the Task and Finish Group to review the issues raised by 

the complainant and to provide responses where appropriate.   

5. All of the information provided by the Task and Finish Group was provided to the 

complainant in the previous response.   

 

 

 

Internal Reviewer  

 

Rose Jones MA, Chartered MCIPD 

Senior HRBP, ESNR 

 

 


